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Cornell University 2016 

 

This dissertation evaluates the political decision-making process of black clergy around 

President Obama’s gay rights agenda.  Specifically, I use quantitative and qualitative techniques 

to determine how clergy shaped their public discourse in response to the liberalization of 

Obama’s beliefs on gay rights throughout his presidency.  My analysis finds that a range of cues, 

including sociodemographic, ideological, and contextual factors, drives the decision of clergy to 

speak out for or against Obama on gay rights.  Furthermore, I find that clergy rely on 

compartmentalization and issue pivoting in order to balance overall support for Obama with 

repudiation of his gay rights agenda.  Finally, I find that, contrary to conventional thinking on 

attitudes toward social regulatory issues, clergy exhibit a continuum of mainstream and radical 

beliefs on gay rights.  These findings collectively suggest that the popular narrative of 

homophobia among black church leadership should be revised in favor of less monolithic 

treatments. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

“It is now our generation’s task to carry on what those pioneers began.  For our journey is not 

complete until our wives, our mothers, and our daughters can earn a living equal to their efforts.  

Our journey is not complete until our gay brothers and sisters are treated like anyone else under 

the law—for if we are truly created equal, then surely the love we commit to one another must be 

equal as well.”  

 

-President Barack Obama, Second Inaugural Address, 2013  

 

 

“If the Ku Klux Klan opposed gay marriage, I would ride with them.”  

 

-Reverend Gregory Daniels, Chairman, United Voters for Truth and Change, 2004 

 

1.1  Research Question 

This dissertation is concerned with political compartmentalization—a rhetorical strategy 

whereby political elites attempt to prevent dissonance among constituents by publicly balancing 

deeply-held values in conflict.  In particular, my research explores how clergy in the black 

church (as voluntary elites) have compartmentalized discussion of socially conservative attitudes 

contrary to the progressive gay rights agenda of President Barack Obama, while publicly 

supporting Obama as a political in-group role model.  Scholarship and popular media on the 

black church suggest churchgoing blacks have exhibited a longstanding and consistent pattern of 

strong conservative beliefs on gay rights.  Throughout Obama’s first and second terms, his 

positions on gay rights liberalized significantly, culminating in public support of gay marriage in 

May, 2012.  As a result of this shift, many radical black clergy and popular press predicted a 

single-issue realignment of the black churchgoing electorate toward the Republican Party, which 

did not occur during the 2012 presidential election.  The central question of this dissertation is 

therefore what differentiates black church denominations from other conservative religious 
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denominations (white evangelicals, for example) that have aligned with the Republican Party due 

to attitudinal congruence on social regulatory issues.  In the following chapters, I argue that the 

unique political influence of the black pastor, as well as the intractable linkages between race and 

morality within the black church, have allowed clergy to successfully compartmentalize their 

public opposition to homosexuality and support for Obama.   

 The important role of the black church in community mobilization pre-dates the Civil 

War.  In the absence of secular forums for political development, the church represented an 

opportunity structure for blacks seeking political skills development and economic mobility, and, 

in the present, the church is still recognized as one of the most important political, economic, and 

social institutions in black communities (Ward 2005; Lincoln and Mamiya 1999; Calhoun-

Brown 1998; Clayton 1995; Harris 1994).  Church affiliation among blacks remains strong at all 

socioeconomic levels, and studies have shown that even blacks who distance themselves from 

the church as adults continue to be influenced by church teachings they were exposed to as 

children (Dyson 2003).  Furthermore, while research suggests declining church attendance 

among younger (millennial) voters across most religious denominations, this decline has not 

been observed among millennials worshipping in the black church (Pew 2012a).  As Figure 1.1, 

below, illustrates, blacks also exhibit higher levels of religiosity relative to the United States 

population as a whole, which underscores the significance of the church as an agent of black 

socialization. 
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Figure 1.1: Religiosity of Blacks and US Population as a Whole   

 

Pew Forum on Religion and Public Life 2009 

 Despite a progressive race-based civil rights agenda, the black church has historically 

served as a source of vacillating, and often contradictory, positions on some aspects of 

conventionally “liberal” conceptions of social justice—on the one hand, the church was a 

protagonist for black enfranchisement during the Civil Rights Era, and, on the other, it has been 

an antagonist against gay rights (Harris 2008; Ward 2005; Lemelle 2004; Lewis 2003).  The 

dichotomous nature of the black church on social policy has been documented by Douglas and 

Hopson (2000) who assert that the church has often been put in the difficult position of 

responding to political, economic, and social transformation, while preserving traditional 

religious and cultural values.  Nonetheless, despite the magnitude of social and political change 

affecting blacks since the Civil Rights Era, most black church denominations have maintained a 
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conservative position on gay rights.  As Bishop William A. Hillard of AME Zion Church in 

Nashville, Tennessee, writes: “the church is diametrically opposed to homosexuality; we stated 

that as our position last year at our national conference, it is a sin” (quoted in Pinn 2001: 108).  

 Studies prior to Obama’s election showed that blacks, and particularly those exhibiting 

high religiosity, were more opposed to gay rights than the US population as a whole (Pew 

2012a).  Surveys conducted in the late 1990s and early 2000s consistently found that nearly three 

quarters of blacks believed homosexuality was always wrong (compared to two thirds of the 

population overall) and over one third claimed that HIV/AIDS was God’s punishment for 

immoral sexual behavior (Lewis 2003).  A study conducted by Franklin (1997) found that three 

fourths of sermons by black clergy on the subject of sexuality included language against 

premarital sex and/or condemnation of homosexuality.  At one of Franklin’s research sites, the 

Hampton University Minister’s Conference, over 35 percent of ministers surveyed believed 

HIV/AIDS was a curse from God.  Indeed, many scholars associate the inability of black 

communities to respond effectively to the emergence of HIV/AIDS to homophobic attitudes 

promoted within the black church (Ward 2005; Lemelle 2004; Fullilove and Fullilove 1999).   

 In terms of black parishioner attitudes, evidence on attitudes about homosexuality finds 

greater stigmatization of homosexuality among blacks who regularly attend church (Lemelle 

2004; Rose 1998).  These findings were confirmed by Schulte and Battle (2004) whose research 

suggests that although there is no ethnic difference in attitudes toward homosexuals between 

blacks and whites, when religiosity is introduced into the analysis, participation in the black 

church clearly has both a significant and negative effect on black attitudes toward 

homosexuality.  A 2010 study by the Pew Research Center on attitudes toward gay marriage by 

race found that, although whites, blacks, and Hispanics have all exhibited declines in the number 
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of respondents opposing gay marriage since 2008, of these three racial groups, blacks were the 

only group where a majority of respondents (59 percent) remained opposed (Pew 2010a).  

Collectively, this research indicates that black attitudes toward homosexuality are, to a great 

extent, a function of norms and values communicated within the black church.   

 Over the course of Obama’s first term in office, churchgoing blacks exhibited a 

considerable liberal shift in their attitudes toward gay rights, and not only was overall black 

turnout for Obama higher in 2012 than 2008, but his support among the black churchgoing 

electorate was stronger as well (Pew 2012b).  Whether Obama’s thought leadership (agenda-

setting) was responsible for the shift in black attitudes on gay rights from 2008-2012 is cause for 

speculation, and beyond the scope of this dissertation.  Regardless, because Obama’s election as 

the first black president was symbolically meaningful to the electorate, his status as an in-group 

role model and supporter of gay rights generated dissonance among black church leadership and 

congregants, forcing them to choose between spiritual beliefs and solidarity with Obama.  In this 

context, black clergy may pursue three rhetorical strategies when preaching or in informal 

conversation: 1) support or oppose Obama, which could cost them credibility among 

parishioners, 2) remain neutral and refrain from addressing Obama’s position on gay rights, 

which may also diminish their credibility, and 3) attempt to distinguish between spiritual and 

political issues in expressing commitment to Obama.  The commonality across all three of these 

strategies is the assumption that clergy decision-making is driven, at least in part, by their 

perception of congregant attitudes, which is reasonable and supported by scholarship (Djupe and 

Gilbert 2003).   
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1.2 Theoretical Contributions 

This dissertation will contribute to three interconnected literatures in political science—

elite-mass influence; race, religion, and politics; and the politics of public policy.  While the 

pastor has long been recognized as a pivotal figure in black politics in the United States, 

literature on clergy political behavior is very underdeveloped. In fact, the scientific study of 

clergy political behavior across all religious denominations only emerged in the last decade.  

There is, however, a broad general literature in political science exploring the bidirectional 

relationship between elites and their constituents. Political elites have been found to exercise 

considerable influence over constituent preference formation and behavior (Rosenstone and 

Hanson 1993; Zaller 1992; Iyengar 1991; Downs 1957).  Research has also demonstrated that 

elite behavior is vulnerable to constituent preference, and that much of this vulnerability is 

rooted in elite perception of constituent attitudes and anticipated reaction to their behavior 

(Fenno 1978; Kingdon 1977).  Until recently, most scholarship concerning elite-mass influence 

has concerned statutory, rather than voluntary, elites.  Statutory elites obtain their elite status by 

virtue of the offices they hold, and their strategic behavior is predicated upon a very specific 

calculus of utility maximization (for the most part, any behavioral choice that will maximize 

votes).  

Calfano’s (2010) research was the first attempt to develop a model of decision-making 

and utility maximization that treats clergy as voluntary elites.  Voluntary elites do not necessarily 

share the same objective as statutory elites (who hold political office), and their strategies for 

influencing constituents are therefore distinct.  However, as Calfano (2010) suggests, this does 

not necessarily imply that clergy do not participate in the utility- maximizing behavior political 

scientists have observed in statutory elites.  Clergy enjoy influence over their parishioners by 
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virtue of their leadership status, which is linked to the willingness of parishioners to recognize 

their claims to authority, as well as their own ability to maintain the organizational integrity of 

their parish.  The drive to maintain influence and status (and the prospect that clergy can lose his 

or her status), implies that clergy preoccupy themselves with understanding the attitudes of their 

congregants.  With regard to the subject of this dissertation, for example, if a pastor perceives 

that the congregation holds more liberal views on an issue, they might avoid expressing personal 

views while preaching or in informal conversation, insofar as expressing a contradictory 

viewpoint risks alienating constituents (making clergy susceptible to the loss of status and 

influence).   

Two perspectives have emerged to explain clergy political behavior.  The first is an 

ideological perspective advanced by Guth et. al. (1997), which suggests clergy principally rely 

on their own personal ideological preferences in decision-making.  The second perspective 

argues that, although ideological preferences are relevant in decision-making, the primary driver 

of clergy political behavior is their perception of attitudes held by reference groups.  These 

reference groups include, predominantly, parishioners (the reference group clergy most 

frequently interact with) as well as their denomination’s national conference.  Contextual 

influences on clergy behavior are particularly relevant for understanding how clergy negotiate 

public policy issues, and clergy have been found to avoid political activism based on anticipated 

negative reaction from parishioners (Calfano 2010; Crawford and Olson 2001).  The important 

contribution of the contextual perspective to the debate on voluntary elite decision-making is 

that, unlike the ideological perspective, which presumes that elites automatically behave 

according to ideological preferences, the contextual perspective presumes that elites, facing 
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various incentives and sanctions from their principal reference groups, will modify their behavior 

based on anticipated consequences (Calfano 2010).   

Thus far, most of the contextual scholarship on clergy behavior and utility maximization 

has focused on mainline Protestant clergy.  This focus is reasonable, insofar as mainline 

Protestant clergy are the second largest clergy group in the United States.  However, clarifying 

how clergy balance ideology and reference group cues is particularly important for 

understanding the black church due to the unique role of the black pastor in political activism.  

Unlike mainline Protestant clergy, clergy in the black church have historically had few 

competing in-group political role models, and church leadership has therefore enjoyed a 

considerable degree of autonomy in maintaining status among parishioners (because they have 

faced less secular elite challenges to their thought leadership, the threat of sanctions for clergy in 

the black church has historically been weaker than for mainline Protestant clergy).  Furthermore, 

because clergy in the black church have historically been very attentive to the need for racial 

solidarity, their assessment of incentives and sanctions is more complex than for mainline clergy, 

having to take into account the cross-cutting pressures of race and ideology.   

 The pivotal concern for scholars applying the contextual model is how clergy modify 

their behavior in an effort to avoid being sanctioned by their congregations.  In the political 

context, understanding sanctions is fairly intuitive—if a candidate or elected official behaves in a 

way that alienates their constituencies, members of the constituency will react by indicating their 

discontent.  These indications might include not voting, voting for a political opponent, refusing 

to donate to a campaign, donating to the campaign of a political opponent, or activism against the 

candidate or official.  For clergy, sanctions and counteraction can be more ambiguous and 

difficult to determine.  Certainly there are professional and reputational consequences to 
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conveying political beliefs that alienate congregants. However, the procedures for terminating a 

member of the clergy are inconsistent across denominations and local churches, and the 

termination decision is often left to a council or higher administrative subdivision within the 

denomination (which insulates the decision from direct congregational involvement).   

 Another potential sanction could be the loss of revenue from the congregation’s 

contributions/tithes.  Applying a rational choice/utility maximization approach to understanding 

clergy political behavior, Calfano (2010) finds that some clergy modify their behavior in ways 

they believe will prevent monetary loss (parishioner giving); “in what might be termed a ‘better 

safe than sorry’ approach, clergy close up political shop entirely when preserving congregational 

finances is salient in their thinking.  This means that even less direct forms of clergy behavior 

than preaching politics from the pulpit, including encouraging parishioners to become politically 

informed, distributing political information in the church, and political involvement in the wider 

community, are subject to a reduction in livelihood” (2010: 654).  Although Calfano was unable 

to discard ideological influences on clergy political behavior, he did find that concerns regarding 

monetary loss were a critical factor in a pastor’s risk perception (and one which had been ignored 

by previous scholarship).   

 Ultimately, Calfano’s reconceptualization of clergy behavior as utility-maximizing led to 

the development and empirical testing of his formal decision model of clergy political activism, 

illustrated in Figure 1.2 below:  
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Figure 1.2: Calfano’s Model of Clergy Decision-Making 

 

Calfano 2010  

At the first stage of this process, clergy ask themselves whether a public policy issue at hand is 

non-controversial.  If the issue is not controversial, Calfano suggests clergy automatically behave 

according to their own ideational preferences.  If the issue is controversial, then clergy rely on 
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cues from reference groups.  If clergy do not perceive conflict between reference groups (the 

denomination’s national conference and their congregation, for example) they will behave 

according to their perception of a preferred reference group’s goals.  The decision process 

becomes more complex, however, when there is either conflict between two key reference 

groups, or when there is conflict between the pastor’s closely-held ideological beliefs and one or 

more reference groups.  When there are reference group conflicts, then clergy must determine 

whether or not the issue at hand passes a “threshold of importance,” wherein they are forced to 

negotiate a tradeoff between personal beliefs and their perception of parishioner beliefs. For 

clergy, the goal in this scenario is preserving their status as elites—thus, the principal reference 

group clergy take cues from are those they interact with most frequently—parishioners.  If the 

issue at hand is a high salience issue, and conflict exists between ideological (personal) 

preferences and policy goals, and parishioner preferences and policy goals, clergy will behave 

according to parishioner preferences and policy goals.  If the issue has low salience, then clergy 

are free to either rely on personal preferences, or the preferences of other reference groups, such 

as the denomination’s national conference.  Calfano tested his decision model against data from 

two mainline Protestant denominations—the Presbyterian Church (USA) and the Episcopal 

Church (USA).  He confirmed that 1) clergy rely on cues from parishioners and denominational 

leaders in decision-making, 2) clergy select parishioner cues over denominational cues on salient 

issues, 3) there is evidence that clergy behavior is influenced by ideological cues, and 4) cues 

from parishioners have opposing influence on clergy decision-making relative to personal 

preferences and cues from denominational leaders (Calfano 2010).   

 While Calfano’s model might be plausible when applied to the political behavior of white 

mainline clergy, clergy decision-making in the black church is complicated by racial solidarity, 
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which concerns virtually all public policy issues facing blacks. In the case analyzed in this 

dissertation, for example, it is not enough for clergy to determine whether gay rights passes 

Calfano’s “threshold of importance;”  they must also take attitudes of other in-group political 

role models into account (as well as the attitudinal congruence of parishioners with these role 

models).  Furthermore, while Calfano’s model only focuses on cues pertaining to public policy 

issues, it does not account for how solidarity with role models affects clergy decision-making, 

which is particularly salient when considering the behavioral effects of Obama as the first black 

president.  This dissertation will therefore expand on Calfano’s decision-making model by 

modifying its application to clergy behavior in the black church.  

  Theoretical work on the political behavior of clergy is underdeveloped, and even more 

so in the case of black clergy.  Smith and Harris (2005) have developed a model of clergy 

political behavior which suggests that pastors have historically resorted to three overlapping 

strategies to advance the black policy agenda: personal persuasion, forming coalitions, and 

participating in pressure groups.  When clergy use persuasion to obtain personal or community 

benefits, they are acting as brokers for the interests of their constituents to political elites.  

Forging coalitions with other churches enables clergy to enlarge the interest and resource bases 

of their congregations, as does collaborating with other pastors and national religious 

organizations to form a pressure group with collective political identity.  As Smith and Harris 

note, though, brokerage politics by black pastors also has the potential to generate conflicts of 

interest between the personal values of clergy and the collective beliefs of those they represent.  

 Smith and Harris’ work is significant as one of the few contributions to the race, religion, 

and politics literature that articulates a taxonomy of tactics employed by clergy to advance black 

policy interests.  Further, the authors recognize pastors as fundamentally political actors whose 



13 
 

behavior may generate principal-agent dilemmas in common with other political actors.  Clergy 

are agents of congregations who entrust them with brokering their interests to political elites; 

they are agents of the denomination’s national conference, which imposes obligations on them to 

implement the spiritual and political agendas of the organization; finally, clergy, as individuals, 

are motivated by their personal, spiritual, and political beliefs.  Discrepancies between these 

three sets of obligations creates opportunities for clergy to exercise considerable autonomy in 

determining which interests or obligations should be prioritized when brokering a political 

agenda.   

 The strategies employed by pastors as political brokers raises the more compelling 

question of what motivates clergy to facilitate the political mobilization of congregants.  

McDaniel (2008) has developed a theoretical model of “conveyance” (a term he uses to describe 

the phenomenon whereby pastors communicate the need for mobilization around moral and 

political issues to congregants), as a function of internal factors (demographics, congregant 

political interest, theology, socialization), organizational factors (constraints on political 

mobilization) and environmental factors (region, community dynamics, level of agitation).  To 

evaluate his theory, McDaniel relies on interviews with ten pastors from Michigan and Texas, in 

addition to quantitative data obtained from the 2004 and 2005 Religion and Society Surveys.  

The Religion and Society Surveys, which were distributed to clergy from the American 

Methodist Episcopal (AME) and National Baptist Convention (NBC) national conventions, 

obtained responses from 153 black pastors in total.  In general, McDaniel finds strong support 

for his contextual model—that internal, organizational, and environmental factors influence 

clergy conveyance on political and moral issues.  The degree of influence of each of these factors 
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is largely a function of the church’s capacity for political action, and the nature of the 

congregation, insofar as members may serve as either catalysts or obstacles to mobilization.  

 However, McDaniel’s study has several shortcomings: for one, his limited sample size 

and reliance on interview data from only two cities provides a largely suggestive account of what 

drives clergy behavior.  McDaniel also neglects broad, national influences on behavior in favor 

of local factors, and congregant priming of pastors, in particular.  The effects of agenda-setting 

by the denomination’s national conference is neglected, as is the influence of national political 

in-group role models in shaping clergy activism.  Furthermore, because McDaniel’s work was 

published in 2008, no reference is made, even as conjecture, as to how the election of a black 

president might affect the dynamics of clergy decision-making in the black church.  Finally, from 

a theoretical perspective, the model advanced by McDaniel is encompassing to the point of being 

impracticable.  Certainly, internal, organizational, and environmental factors influence decision-

making, but a more parsimonious analysis is required to isolate the specific drivers of black 

clergy political behavior.   

This dissertation will also contribute to theory on the politics of social regulatory policy 

in the black church by refuting the misconception that the black church, and black clergy, in 

particular, exhibit homogeneous beliefs on gay rights.  Social regulatory policy was initially 

reserved for state and local governments, and  the regulation of morality is not enumerated in the 

Constitution.  However, with the Supreme Court’s liberal interpretation of the Constitution 

throughout the Twentieth Century, the national government gradually began penetrating into 

spheres of regulation that had previously been understood as state and local concerns.  Social 

regulatory issues that the federal government became active in regulating included affirmative 

action, the death penalty, gay rights, gun control, and pornography.  Nationalizing this sphere of 
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policy brought an entirely new type of politics to the federal level, with unprecedented intensity 

of belief and a tendency toward anti-compromise.   

Prior to the nationalization of social regulatory policy, scholars analyzed the politics of 

policy according to Lowi’s (1972) four-fold scheme, which identifies four categories of public 

policy (Distributive Policy, Regulatory Policy, Redistributive Policy, and Constituent Policy), 

each of which generates a unique type of politics based on the nature of governmental coercion 

and the goals of key stakeholders in each space.  Despite the distinguishing political 

characteristics of each of Lowi’s policy arenas, a commonality among these “mainstream” 

policies is the tendency toward compromise.  Some of Lowi’s policy arenas are more conducive 

to compromise than others due to the nature of incentives and sanctions available in each—Lowi 

suggests that distributive policy, for example, which largely involves the federal provision of 

goods and services, is most conducive to bargaining, while regulatory policy, which can involve 

criminal sanctions, is least amenable to compromise.  However, despite the difficulty of 

compromise in each of Lowi’s four policy arenas, conciliation is always inevitable (the 

alternative is political stagnation).   

 In the mid-1990s, Tatalovich and Daynes (1998) proposed a critique of Lowi’s four-fold 

model by suggesting that a new type of policy and politics had emerged with the nationalization 

of social regulatory policy.  Unlike the dynamics of compromise that typified Lowi’s 

“mainstream” policy arenas, Tatalovich and Daynes identified a number of policy spaces that 

seemed to contradict Lowi’s model.  These social regulatory spaces, suggest Tatalovich and 

Daynes, are policies that are “1) based on noneconomic values, 2) which are politicized by 

single-issue groups, and 3) where the federal judiciary, notably the Supreme Court, is the 

primary decision-maker” (1998: xxix).  Lowi argued that, rather than identifying a new category 



16 
 

of policy, Tatalovich and Daynes were observing radicalized manifestations of his original four 

arenas:  

The Oxford English Dictionary defines radical as ‘of or pertaining to the root or roots.’ 

That is also the meaning in mathematics and the origin of the term in politics.  It is 

associated with extremes precisely because people who insist on getting to the root of 

things are likely to express themselves intensely, rejecting the rules  and procedures 

designed to produce compromise—in other words, rejecting mainstream or ordinary 

politics…Ideology is not absent in mainstream politics, but lower intensity permits 

mainstream politicians to practice their skill, which is to obtain practical consensus on 

goals and to reduce differences to a point where political conflict becomes political 

competition, strategy becomes tactic, and compromise is possible because the stakes are 

incremental (1998: xvi).   

 

The politics of social regulatory policy is such that single-issue opinion polarization is the norm, 

and, because social regulatory issues invoke fundamental beliefs about moral status and good vs. 

evil, the hypothesized politics of this arena is a “for us or against us” divergence that is 

consistent with popular conceptions of the black church’s attitude toward gay rights.  Lowi also 

argued that any public policy issue—even those included in his fourfold model, could be 

radicalized through discourse that frames the issue in binary (good vs. evil) terms.   

 The binary treatment of gay rights predicted by Lowi has been cited by many scholars as 

a significant factor in George W. Bush’s victory in the 2004 presidential election (Smith et. al. 

2006; Donovan et. al. 2005).  In 2004, eleven states had proposed constitutional amendments 

banning gay marriage, including Ohio, a key state in determining the outcome of the election.  

While Bush’s challenger, Senator John Kerry, received strong support in Cleveland and 

Columbus, other areas of the state dominated by social conservatives counterbalanced this 

Democratic support and led Bush to a narrow victory in Ohio.  Ohio’s ban on gay marriage, 

known as Issue 1, was one of the strictest bans of all eleven states considering this issue in 2004, 

insofar as the initiative not only sought to ban gay marriage, but also sought to prohibit public 

recognition of domestic partnership and the provision of benefits (including insurance benefits) 
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to domestic partners.  The rhetoric used by many Ohio church leaders, particularly Protestant and 

Evangelical leaders, to rally opposition to Issue 1, conformed to Lowi’s binary model of social 

regulatory policy.  Russell Johnson, a megachurch pastor based in Columbus, noted that the 

Christian Right’s opposition to gay marriage in Ohio was part of a “spiritual war of epic 

proportions,” and that “the forces of darkness have opposed every public expression of 

allegiance to God” (People for the American Way 2006).  Following Bush’s victory in Ohio, 

Rod Parsley, pastor of the World Harvest Church in Columbus, reflected that “this issue drove a 

lot of first-time voters and new registrants to the polls.” Parsley’s thoughts were echoed by 

Democratic strategist Greg Haas, who conveyed “I always try to avoid single-factor analysis, but 

if Issue 1 had not been on the ballot, John Kerry would have won Ohio” (quoted in Shapiro 

2004).  The case of Ohio in the 2004 election has two implications for this study—first, 

unprecedented turnout among social conservatives around Issue 1 demonstrates the radical 

politicization of gay rights in national politics as early as 2004, and, second, the conspicuous role 

of pastors in mobilizing single-issue voters was critical for turning the tide against Kerry.  In 

other words, the 2004 presidential election underscored that drawing a line in the sand on the gay 

rights issue (and being on the wrong side of that line) could yield disastrous results for 

presidential candidates.     

 As clergy have historically served as guardians of fundamental beliefs concerning the 

dynamic between black sexuality and spirituality (defining the limits of sinful behavior 

according to scripture), one would expect intense polarization around gay rights consistent with 

the models suggested by Lowi, Tatalovich, and Daynes. My research, however, suggests that the 

personal beliefs of black clergy on gay rights have evolved to be much more complex than 

previously maintained.  Rather than exhibit radicalized, binary attitudes toward gay rights, many 
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clergy included in this study, as part of their effort to compartmentalize, made a careful attempt 

to “de-radicalize” gay rights and pivot away from discussing Obama’s attitudes.  This strategy to 

“de-radicalize” Obama’s attitudes involved either raising a secular defense of his positions, or 

diminishing the salience of his gay rights agenda by pivoting toward less radical issues 

(Obamacare, in particular).  Furthermore, unlike the model proposed by Tatalovich and Daynes, 

which suggests that attitudes toward social regulatory policy are monolithic and comprehensive, 

clergy participating in this research distinguished their attitudes toward gay rights based on how 

closely a particular issue touched on spiritual values related to marriage and the family.  Thus, 

rather than rejecting the concept of gay rights in its entirety, clergy exhibited a continuum of 

attitudes, ranging from conservatism toward issues such as gay marriage and gay adoption, to 

more liberal beliefs on issues such as including crimes against gays in federal hate crimes 

legislation and repealing the military’s “don’t ask, don’t tell” policy.  This dissertation will 

therefore amend conventional treatments of elite discourse surrounding social regulatory policy 

by articulating how this discourse varies by race and religion.  The larger implications of this 

dissertation, however, concern the behavior of voluntary elites in relation to secular elites.  As in-

group role models compete with each other for thought leadership in controversial issue spaces, 

they will be forced to develop rhetorical strategies that will avoid alienating constituents.  The 

expectation is that this competition, and subsequent compartmentalization of belief, will have a 

“mainstreaming” effect on discourse that is contrary to conventional thinking on radical politics.  

The findings of this study are entirely consistent with this theory, as black clergy, through 

compartmentalization, resorted to a variety of rhetorical frames to balance political and spiritual 

perspectives on Obama’s gay rights agenda.  Only the black pastor’s legacy as a longstanding in-
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group role model could provide them with the “capital” needed to successfully compartmentalize 

Obama’s political and spiritual beliefs among their congregations.     

         

1.3 Chapter Outline  

 This dissertation is organized into six chapters, including the introduction.  Chapter 2 

covers the historical development of the black church, which is important for providing context 

to the role of the black preacher in political mobilization, as well as distinguishing the unique 

attributes of the black preacher relative to mainline Protestant clergy.  Chapter 2 will also discuss 

the narrative of homophobia and hypermasculinity within the black church.  Chapter 3 will 

explore the black church’s relationship with the modern presidency, and how this relationship 

changed as Obama liberalized his position on gay rights throughout his first and early second 

terms.  In Chapter 4, I present my research design and statistical analyses.  In Chapter 5, I 

incorporate data obtained from open-ended survey responses and interviews with senior clergy to 

refine my statistical analysis of factors motivating clergy activism for or against Obama’s gay 

rights agenda; I also propose a modification of prevailing theories of black clergy decision-

making around the concept of compartmentalization.  Previous studies have shown that factors 

such as gender, class, and education play a significant role in shaping attitudes toward gay rights 

(Pew 2003).  However, understanding the role of these factors in black clergy activism will 

provide a more meaningful understanding of how trends such as increased education and 

professionalization among clergy, as well as the enlarged role of women clergy, have contributed 

to political compartmentalization within the church.  I also examine the degree to which 

Obama’s position on gay rights has affected the risk perception of black clergy when they assess 
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whether and how to discuss gay rights with their congregations.  My concluding chapter 

discusses the limitations and implications of this study, as well as directions for future research.   

The role of the black church in shaping political mobilization and electoral outcomes is 

well-documented, and the advent and expansion of black megachurches (churches with more 

than 2,000 members attending weekly) clearly demonstrates the latent political power available 

to clergy (Harrison 2005).  At the same time, however, the number of black elected officials 

(who serve as in-group political role models) has risen dramatically—from 1,500 four decades 

ago, to more than 10,500 today (Halloran 2013).  As a result, the frequency of black clergy 

grappling with congregations exhibiting divergent loyalties will most likely increase over time, 

and understanding how clergy negotiate potential misalignment between personal beliefs 

(ideological cues), and congregant solidarity with in-group role models (contextual cues) is 

therefore essential to understanding the unique political dynamics and reference group cues 

within the modern black church.   
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CHAPTER 2 

THE BLACK CHURCH IN THE UNITED STATES 

“The Kingdom of God is humanity organized to the will of God…the kingdom of God, at every 

stage of development, tends toward a social order that will best guarantee all personalities their 

freest and highest development.  This involves the redemption of social life from all cramping 

influence of religious bigotry, from the repression of self-assertion in the relation of upper and 

lower classes, and from all forms of slavery in which human beings are treated as a mere means 

to serve the ends of others…the Kingdom of God implies a progressive reign of love in human 

affairs.”  

 

-Walter Rauschenbusch, Christian Theologian, 1945 

 

“We want to know whether Obama is going to use the bully pulpit of the presidential office to 

absolutely erase the image of biblical marriage from the face of the earth.  Voters need to know 

whether they have a friend or an assent, an enemy to an institution that God has ordained.  Some 

of us have taken his statements as a declaration of political war against the venerable institution 

of marriage.”  

 

-Bishop Harry Jackson (Hope Christian Church, Beltsville, Maryland), 2012 

 

 

2.1  The Black Church  

 

Detroit’s predominantly black World of Faith International Christian Center (WOFCC) was 

founded in a storefront location in 1979 with only 60 congregants in attendance at their first 

service.  By 2001, WOFCC boasted an international congregation of over 18,000 members, a 

5,000 seat sanctuary, dozens of churches in the United States, 65 churches in Africa, 15 in 

Pakistan, and two churches in Bulgaria and Hungary.  Houston’s New Light Christian Center 

Church started with 23 congregants in 1984, and has grown to a congregation of over 2,000 

members.  With an operating budget of over $20 million and its own construction department, 

New Light runs a variety of high-profile ministries, including a free 90-day drug rehabilitation 

program, a 125-acre camp for teens, and a 24-hour transponder satellite network that allows 

churches to tie into New Light’s services by uplink.  To expand congregation size by 

approximately 250 members per month, in the early 2000s, New Light co-founder Ira Hillard 
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flew between the church’s six Texas facilities by helicopter on a weekly basis (Ebony 2011).  

Megachurches are the most recent development in a long legacy of black political resource 

mobilization through religion, but these examples capture several attributes of the black church 

that have been evident since the antebellum period, including a sizeable congregational base, 

church provision of social services, and the prominence and resources of the black pastor.  In the 

context of this project, understanding the evolution of the black church is critical to fleshing out 

the unique role of black clergy relative to their mainline Protestant counterparts, as well as 

establishing clergy as prominent in-group role models.  

 The importance of religion in providing people with common identity, symbols, values, 

and shared systems of morality is not a new subject in the social sciences (see, for example, 

Durkheim 1915).  Downs (1957) argues that political activism is most efficiently facilitated 

when the cost of activism is minimized through associations like churches, which generate norms 

of trust, politically relevant social capital, and offer members material and solidary incentives to 

participate (see also Putnam 2000; La Due Lake and Huckfeldt 1998; Verba et. al. 1995; 

Coleman 1988; Pollock 1982; Olson 1965).  Associations also provide members with a body of 

cultural knowledge that can inform political attitudes and decision-making.  The informational 

role of churches is vitally important, insofar as a well-established literature suggests that the 

general public is largely ignorant of politics, except for all but the most salient events and figures 

(Delli Carpini and Keeter 1995; Kinder and Sears 1985).  Research by Kahneman et. al. (1982) 

and Nisbett and Ross (1980) finds that, due to the efforts required to make fully-informed 

political decisions, most people rely on heuristics, or low-information mental shortcuts, to gather 

information relevant to politics.  This phenomenon partially explains why, at the individual level, 

political behavior may appear misinformed and randomly distributed, while, at the aggregate 
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level, behavior appears relatively stable and patterned (Page and Shapiro 1989).  Scholars 

researching political cues have located five core heuristics that are prioritized in political 

decision-making: party affiliation, ideology, endorsements, candidate visibility, and candidate 

appearance (Lau and Redlawsk 2001).   

 Within associations, political learning is reinforced through peer interaction and the 

agenda-setting influence of elites.  Churches, for example, play a role in shaping both 

endorsements and candidate visibility, while shared racial characteristics informs decision-

making and elite credibility on the basis of appearance. In his study of black utility heuristics, 

Dawson (1994) suggests that, for blacks, value formation and feelings of racial solidarity are a 

function of past benefits flowing to an individual from a particular policy, candidate, or political 

party; their socioeconomic status; and past information about the probable utility (benefits) of a 

given policy, candidate, or political party.  Applying cognitive theories of self-attribution and 

categorization, Dawson argues that racial solidarity may be reinforced by any information that 

either minimizes in-group differences or exaggerates inter-group differences.  He is also clear on 

the principal source of black utility heuristics: “the tendency of African-Americans to follow 

racial cues has been reinforced historically by institutions developed during the forced separation 

from whites in the post-Reconstruction period.  These institutions, particularly the black church, 

tended to transmit the lessons of how to respond to shifts in race relations, economic climate, and 

political environments across generations” (1994: 58).   

 Throughout the black experience in the United States, the church has played a central role 

in the promotion of racial solidarity, political socialization, and social services provision 

(Weilhouwer 2004; Harris 1999; Myrdal 1994; Ellison 1991; Chong 1991; Wilcox and Gomez 

1990; Wald 1988; Wald 1987; Morris 1984; McAdam 1982; West 1982; Shingles 1981; Verba 
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and Nie 1972; Cone 1969; Mays and Nicholson 1969; Dubois 1965).  Research has consistently 

established that, relative to whites, blacks attend church more frequently, participate in church-

related affairs more often, and belong to more church-affiliated organizations (Ellison and 

Sherkat 1995; Jacobson, Heaton and Dennis 1990).  In 2009, the Pew Forum on Religion and 

Public Life found that approximately 87 percent of blacks consider themselves religious, 

compared to 56 percent of all adults in the United States.  Likewise, 53 percent of blacks report 

attending religious services weekly, compared to 39 percent of Americans overall (Sahgal and 

Smith 2009).   

 The church has also served as a platform for political resource, peer network, and civic 

skills development that has been unattainable for blacks in the workplace (Verba et. al. 1995; 

Peterson 1992; Lincoln and Mamiya 1990; Dawson et. al. 1990; Wald 1987; Morris 1984).  The 

historical centrality of the church in black community life is underscored by Ellison and Cherkat 

(1995) who argue that due to social pressure and the absence of secular bases of status in the 

antebellum period, participation in the church was a semi-involuntary commitment for Southern 

blacks—a phenomenon that has continued into the present.  As Lincoln and Mamiya (1990) 

note: “the black church has no challengers as the cultural womb of the black community” (1990: 

10).  The emergence of an estimated 150 black megachurches over the past several decades, each 

with congregations of over 2,000 members and missions correlating salvation with community 

action, is only the most recent trend in a legacy of social gospel that predates the Civil War.  

 The black church is associated in scholarship and practice with an emotional form of 

Protestantism intersecting several denominations, including the African Methodist Episcopal 

Church (AME), the Christian Methodist Episcopal Church (CME), the National Baptist 

Convention (NBC), the National Baptist Convention of America (NBCA), the Progressive 
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National Baptist Convention (PNBC) and the Church of God in Christ (COGIC) (Lincoln and 

Mamiya (1990).  It is estimated that 60 percent of blacks in the United States are concentrated in 

these predominantly black Protestant denominations, with another 15 percent belonging to 

evangelical churches, 4 percent to mainline protestant denominations, 5 percent to Catholic 

churches, and approximately 15 percent non-affiliated (Sahgal and Smith 2009).  Although these 

denominations are diversified in their origins, spiritual expressions, and worshipping cultures, 

their shared history and unique role in black political, economic, and social life contributes to 

their collective identity and significance in black communities (Brown-Douglas and Hopson 

2000).   

 

2.2   The Historical Black Church  

The first organized effort to bring Christianity to black slaves in the British colonies was 

undertaken in 1701 by the Anglican Society for the Propagation of the Gospel in Foreign Parts.  

This evangelization established a spiritual presence on southern plantations almost one hundred 

years after the first African slaves arrived in Jamestown in 1619.  Anglican missionary work was 

grudgingly allowed by slave owners, whose acquiescence required legal recognition by the 

bishop of London that spiritual conversion would not imply manumission, as was the tradition in 

England (Billingsley 1999). Although the extent of Christianity among slaves prior to 

emancipation remains unclear, evidence suggests that the form of Christianity practiced by 

slaves in the antebellum period was a multilayered blend of African and American spiritual 

heritage and culture.  As Collier-Tomas (2010) argues:  
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Generations of Africans, representative of different African ethnic groups like the Wolof, 

Serer, Mandike, Bambara, Fulani, and Hausa, brought to America religious traditions and 

celebrations rooted in Islam and traditional African beliefs to form a unique African-

Christian worldview.  This worldview was forged in the crucible of slavery, and reflected 

the intrinsic values of African Americans, representing the slaves’ deep resentment of 

their exploitation (2010: 4).   

 

Even when folded into white spiritual communities, slaves were forced to publicly endorse the 

spiritual interpretations of slave owners, which often legitimized their oppression.  Beverly 

Jones, a former slave in Virginia, recalls:  

Niggers had to set an’ listen to the white man’s sermon, but they didn’ want to ‘cause 

they knowed it by heart. Always took his text from Ephesians, the white preacher did, the 

part that said ‘Obey your masters, be a good servant.’ Can’ tell you how  many times I 

done heard that text preached on.  They always tell the slaves dat if he be good an’ 

worked hard fo’ his master, dat he would go to heaven an’ dere he gonna live a life of 

ease.  They ain’ never tell him he gonna be free in Heaven.  You see, they didn’ want 

slaves to start thinkin’ bout freedom, even in Heaven (quoted in Collier-Thomas 2010: 6).   

 

Despite the intense Protestant evangelism of The Great Awakening, serious incongruities 

between the white church’s interpretation of scripture, and the impulse of slaves to recognize 

God’s commitment to liberation, caused a bifurcation in black spiritual life during the eighteenth 

century.  The misalignment between white faith and practice gradually led slaves to develop 

alternative forums for spiritual participation, and through meetings in swamps, woods, ravines, 

and other clandestine locations, black slaves created a distinctive form of Christianity 

emphasizing their own self-worth and God’s role as emancipator.  These practices occurred in 

tandem with outward commitment to the white church’s teachings, signifying both rebellion 

against white control, and the concept that slavery was ordained by God.  The roots of the black 

church’s public and private disaggregation of spiritual practice are therefore traced to the 

antebellum slave experience, as blacks “put on old massa,” a phrase capturing the “mask” that 

black slaves were forced to wear in order to survive their oppression (Collier-Thomas 2010).   
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Although most early black congregations and churches in the United States were founded 

prior to 1800, the first independent black denomination, the African Methodist Episcopal Church 

(AME) was founded by former slave Richard Allen in Philadelphia in 1815.  AME grew out of 

the Free African Society, a mutual aid organization founded by Allen and Absalom Jones to 

attend the needs of Philadelphia’s predominantly black communities.  The establishment of 

AME entailed confrontation with the American Methodist Church, which sought to maintain 

discrimination against blacks in worshipping practices.  Allen successfully sued for the right to 

develop an autonomous, predominantly black congregation in 1807 and 1815, and despite the 

sentiment of many members to align with the Protestant Episcopal Church, Allen elected to 

maintain the church’s Methodist affiliation.  During the Civil War and the early years of 

Reconstruction, AME’s geographical coverage was limited to major cities in the Northeast and 

Midwest (Philadelphia, New York, Boston, Chicago, Detroit) as well as scattered coverage in the 

South (Maryland, Kentucky, Louisiana, Missouri, South Carolina).  By the 1850s, the 

denomination reached the West Coast and had established an annual conference in Canada 

(AME 2014).  

The first black Baptist church (and the third oldest in the United States) was founded in 

Kentucky in 1790 by the slave Peter Durett.  Like many slaves, Durett was initially exposed to 

Baptist teachings during the Great Awakening, but was refused ordination by the local Baptist 

association, which nonetheless directed him to “go in the name of their common Master.”  

Durett’s congregation swelled from 50 to 300 members during his lifetime, and his congregation, 

the First African Church of Lexington, ultimately evolved into the First African Baptist Church, 

which would grow to more than 2,000 members by 1861 (Bishop 1824).  The growth of black 

Baptist congregations in the early nineteenth century occurred amidst a series of slave revolts in 
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the South, many of which were attributed to Baptist preaching.  The most prominent of these 

uprisings, Nat Turner’s Rebellion, occurred in 1831, when Turner, a Baptist preacher, led a 

group of slaves to kill 60 whites in Southampton County, Virginia. In response, 56 slaves 

suspected of being associated with the rebellion were executed, and an estimated 100-200 

innocent black slaves were murdered by militias (Aptheker 1831).  In the immediate aftermath of 

the rebellion, state legislatures across the South enacted laws restricting black rights of assembly, 

as well as requiring white preachers to be present at all black religious services.   

Despite clampdowns on black religious assembly prior to the Civil War, independent 

black Baptist churches in several states increasingly sought to initiate state-level and interstate 

cooperative efforts.  The earliest state-level black Baptist associations were formed in Ohio and 

Illinois in 1834 and 1838, respectively.  By 1840, the American Baptist Missionary Convention 

was established from congregations in New York and several Mid-Atlantic states.  Interstate 

Baptist conventions in the Northwest and South followed during Reconstruction, with a trend 

toward increased regionalism through 1880.  By 1880, the drive to expand Baptist missionary 

work in Africa led to the creation of a national convention, the Baptist Foreign Mission 

Convention, by 151 delegates from 11 states, followed by the National Convention of America in 

1886, and the National Baptist Education Convention in 1893.  None of these national 

conventions thrived on their own, and in 1895, the three conventions agreed to merge into the 

unified National Baptist Convention, USA (NBC).  With a current membership of over 8 million, 

NBC is the largest predominantly black Protestant denomination in the United States and the 

second largest Baptist denomination in the world (NBC 2014).    

Like the black Baptist and Methodist traditions, the roots of black Pentecostalism precede 

the Revolutionary War.  Ecstatic revivals, which were both common and interdenominational 
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during the Great Awakening of the 1700s, attracted Baptists and Methodists who were captivated 

by the denomination’s charismatic worshipping culture.  However, full development of black 

Pentecostalism in the United States would not occur until the early 1900s, when William J. 

Seymour founded the Asuza Street Mission in Los Angeles with a revival that lasted, day and 

night, for three years.  Black Pentecostalism, argues Hollenweger (1972), grew among black 

communities throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries as Baptist and Methodist 

denominations attracted larger middle class followings, alienating many lower-class congregants: 

“These groups had accumulated wealth, built enormous churches, appointed them handsomely, 

eliminated the ‘prayer and praise’ service from the program of worship, and in some instances, 

even provided little or no room for the people of the laboring class in the sanctuary itself.  The 

result was that multitudes severed their affiliation with so-called ‘middle-class’ denominations 

like Methodist and Baptist” (Hollenweger 1972: 59).  The worshipping culture of the Pentecostal 

movement was fundamentalist, with strict rejection of all things “sinful,” including alcohol, 

tobacco, the theater, and even cosmetics.  By 1970, these churches, which included the 

predominantly black Church of God in Christ (COGIC), claimed between 25 and 35 million 

adherents worldwide (Simpson 1974: 204).  Currently, the COGIC has more than 5 million 

members in the United States and more than 12,000 congregations.  It is the largest Pentecostal 

church and the fifth largest Christian church in the United States (COGIC 2014).   

In the postbellum period, evangelization of the South was a risky endeavor, as black 

missionaries encountered resistance from former slave owners and Northern migrants seeking to 

maintain antebellum political, economic, and social structures.  Missionary Hiram Revels 

recounts that “it was an undisguised fact that no man could safely go beyond the lines of the 

Freedmen’s Bureau without endangering his life” (quoted in Montgomery 1993: 66).  Where 
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physical danger was not an obstacle, lack of resources, business acumen, or construction 

expertise slowed many denominations from building up churches in the South.  Inter-

denominational conflicts over members were also common, particularly between Baptists, who 

argued that Methodist rituals and requirements for ordination were too rigid, and Methodists, 

who ridiculed Baptists as socially unrefined and excessively energetic in worship.  Despite this 

inter-denominational conflict, blacks increasingly sought out church membership during the 

nineteenth century as a symbol of independence, as well as a forum for expressing deeply rooted 

religious beliefs (Pinn 2002).  As a measure of the scale of increase in church membership, and 

despite setbacks in the South, in the year following cessation of hostilities in the Civil War, AME 

alone gained 50,000 new members, and, by the end of Reconstruction, more than 250,000 new 

congregants had joined the denomination (Campbell 1995). 

In conjunction with spiritual development, material development, in the form of schools, 

libraries, and banks, empowered blacks to pursue new opportunities for upward mobility in the 

late nineteenth century.  Through roughly the first three decades of the twentieth century, 

referred to as The Great Migration, black Americans, largely from the South, moved by the 

hundreds of thousands to the North.  Wilmore (1983) estimates that by 1920, almost 500,000 

black Americans migrated to the North, and, by 1930, more than 1.5 million had moved from the 

South.  Settling in northern cities, which promised economic opportunities for blacks due to 

World War I, these emigrant populations were regarded as mixed blessings for northern black 

denominations, which grew at the expense of their southern conferences and state conventions.  

Many preachers attempted to dissuade their congregations from migrating, which proved 

difficult given deteriorating economic conditions in the South (Pinn 2002).  As the Southern 

Standard wrote in 1916: “many of the churches cannot have their meetings where there has been 



31 
 

the largest attendance, and some of the preachers say they cannot get congregations enough to 

have service, for the reason that those who have not left are saving up money to go” (quoted in 

Wilmore 1983: 143).  Northern denominations, which experienced a sharp increase in 

membership as a result of the Great Migration, faced conflicts between northern blacks, who had 

begun to embrace the conventions of a bourgeois lifestyle, and southern black emigrants, whom 

they stereotyped as culturally backward and ignorant (Pinn 2002).  These regional conflicts 

became a source of concern for established northern churches, particularly with regard to the 

effects of migration on the church’s values and hierarchy.  As Sernett (1997) notes:  

Since the Civil War, southern black Methodists had increased their numbers 

disproportionately to northern constituents in the national bodies.  Yet they lacked parity 

in the inner circles of power.  Intersectional struggles resulted.  The election and addition 

of bishops to Episcopal councils frequently became battles over regional influence.  

Southerners wanted a greater voice in church affairs, which had been dominated by 

northern-based bishops, whose influence derived from pre-Civil War ecclesiastical 

arrangements (1997: 76). 

 

Clearly, the black church in the antebellum and postbellum periods evolved along a turbulent 

trajectory, with inter-denominational and regional conflict changing the dynamics of black 

denominations amidst intense political, economic, and social struggle.  As an alternative forum 

for civic skills and community development when political activism among blacks was 

forbidden, the black church was never “apolitical.” However, it was not until implementation of 

social gospel programming in the early twentieth century, coupled with the activism of the Civil 

Rights Era, that the church would begin to solidify collective political identity for black 

Americans.  
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2.3    Social Gospel and the Civil Rights Era  

Following the Great Migration of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, 

southern black Americans continued emigrating northward in pursuit of economic opportunity. 

Lincoln and Mamiya (1990) estimate that approximately 4 million blacks moved northward and 

westward between 1940 and 1970.  This demographic transition resulted in more than half of the 

black American population living in urban areas, as well as a shift in black employment from 

agricultural to industrial and service occupations (Pinn 2002).  Despite modest gains in economic 

mobility, black Americans still faced considerable inequality relative to whites, and through de 

jure or de facto discrimination, traditional secular bases of status remained unavailable to blacks.  

As a remedial response, the black church organically implemented, though social services 

programs, a philosophy of social gospel that sought to leverage scripture and church ministries as 

a means of alleviating poverty and inequality.  These initiatives were also undertaken as a means 

of providing blacks with access to social services that were, at the time, only available to whites.  

The social gospel tradition extended across denominations under the leadership of ministers such 

as Reverdy Ransom (AME), Walter Hood (AMEZ), and L.K. Williams (NBC).  Ransom’s 

(1901) sentiments on the role of the AME Church in promoting social justice capture the 

character of the period’s social gospel ministry:   
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The institutional AME Church of Chicago was not born before its time.  It comes to meet 

and serve the social conditions and industrial needs of the people, and to give answers 

and solutions to the many grave problems which confront our Christianity in the great 

centers of population of our people.  It is not a dream spun out in the gossamer web of 

fancy; it is not an evasion, an abridgement, or a short-cut method for the realization of 

Christ and the Christ life in the life of the people.  It is a teaching, ministering nursing-

mother, and seeks through its activities and ministrations to level the inequalities and 

bridge the chasms between rich and poor, the educated and the ignorant, the virtuous and 

the vicious, the indolent and the thrifty, the vulgar and the refined, and to bring all ages 

and classes of the community to contribute to the common good (1901: 198).           

 

In practice, this meant both a deeper commitment to offering services not being provided by 

secular authorities, as well as promoting advancement for blacks through political, economic, 

and social reform: 

At every level of the Connection and in every local church, the African Methodist 

Episcopal Church shall engage in carrying out the spirit of the original Free African 

Society, out of which the AME Church evolved: that is, to seek out and save the lost, and 

serve the needy through a continuing program of (1) preaching the gospel, (2) feeding the 

hungry, (3) clothing the naked, (4) housing the homeless, (5) cheering the fallen, (6) 

providing jobs for the jobless, (7) administering to the needs of those in prisons, 

hospitals, nursing homes, asylums, and mental institutions, senior citizens’ home; caring 

for the sick, the shut-in, the mentally and socially disturbed, and (8) encouraging thrift 

and economic advancement (AME Sunday School Union 1996: 12).  

 

In the context of Jim Crow laws, such services were vital to sustaining the momentum of the 

black church as a focal point for black community life and social service delivery.     

 In the early 1900s, the social gospel tradition that evolved during the Jim Crow era faced 

a great deal of opposition, particularly in the South.  The Supreme Court’s ruling in Plessy v. 

Ferguson provided a de jure basis for the racial segregation that had emerged in the postbellum 

period, and, despite a rise in racially-motivated violence, the federal government was largely 

unresponsive to black calls for equality (Howard 1999).  In 1908, a group of black Methodist 

bishops issued an urgent call for assistance:  
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We appeal to the friends of humanity to use their influence to rid this glorious country of 

mob violence which is sending so many to an untimely grave.  We appeal to all who 

believe in fair play to assist us in banishing from our land the peonage and convict labor 

system, which are degrading and destroying the very vestige of manhood and regulating 

many to the most galling serfdom (Franklin and Moss 1988: 285).          

 

At the time, many clergy, like their congregants, were conflicted over the best route to equality—

whether social justice could and should be achieved through political and legal means, or 

through hard work and education (in accordance with the thinking of Booker T. Washington).  

Although many of the appeals by black clergy to southern governors and their white counterparts 

went unanswered, some religious leaders sought to address Jim Crow through more direct 

means.  Sutton Griggs, pastor of the East First Baptist Church in Nashville (1901-1908), 

organized streetcar boycotts, publicized incidents of police brutality against blacks from the 

pulpit, and lent his support to the Niagara Movement of 1908—a precursor to the formation of 

the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (McDaniel 2011).  Griggs, 

however, was an exception to the rule of cautiousness that pervaded black clergy during the early 

twentieth century (Harvey 1997), and the inability of churches to effectively mobilize against 

Jim Crow created a space in which alternative, secular organizations (first the Niagara 

Movement, then the NAACP) emerged to litigate against black disenfranchisement and 

discrimination.   

 The most dramatic gains in status within the black church during the early 1900s were 

made by women.  As Collier-Thomas (2010) notes, by 1890, black women were denigrated as 

the most inferior human beings in America.  Stereotyped as lustful, depraved, and ignorant, black 

women were denied simple courtesies that many white women took for granted (2010: 80).  In 

1896, the National Association for the Advancement of Colored Women (NACW) was founded 

to advance the religious, racial, and gender interests of black women, while women who aspired 
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to leadership positions in their congregations were emboldened by the national movement for 

women’s political suffrage.  From 1900-1950, many of the black church’s major denominations 

began licensing and ordaining female clergy, and the first interdenominational professional 

associations of clergy women were formed.  In the 1950s, women took advantage of new secular 

opportunities for black men (the growth of black institutions of higher learning, admission to 

universities and colleges that were previously restricted to whites) to advance their roles within 

the church.  Black men were abandoning church ministry as more lucrative professional 

opportunities emerged, and, after 1920, church membership of black men began to decline 

precipitously.  Thus, the role of women as church leaders, and female membership of black 

churches, was enhanced at a time that black men were migrating into new secular roles.   

 Faith-based activism in the 1950s foreshadowed the increased involvement of black 

clergy in politics during the Civil Rights era.  A notable example of this is Adam Clayton Powell 

Jr., pastor at Harlem’s Abyssinian Baptist Church, who developed campaigns that sought to 

reveal the injustices faced by blacks in New York City and the rest of the country in the 1940s 

and 1950s.  In the early 1940s, Powell Jr. organized bus boycotts and, using the slogan “Don’t 

Buy Where You Can’t Work,” developed ministries to help blacks overcome unemployment.  In 

1944, using the church as a basis for his campaign, Powell was elected the first black member of 

the US House of Representatives from New York, an office he kept until 1970 (McDaniel 2008).  

As a complement to the political and legal activities of the NAACP in the 1950s and 

1960s, only the black church had the leadership and resource capacity required to sustain the 

civil rights movement.  In addition to providing a stable resource base, the church encouraged 

participation through linking its ideological and theological values with political reform.  It is not 

surprising then, that the catalyst of the civil rights movement, the Montgomery Bus Boycott of 
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1955-1956, was initiated by the Montgomery Improvement Association, which drew its 

leadership base from the Baptist Ministerial Alliance.  Likewise, the example of Martin Luther 

King Jr., and his commitment to non-violent social reform, inspired ministers across 

denominations to mobilize their congregations for action.  Civil rights activist Jo Ann Robinson 

recalls, “the ministers gave themselves, their time…and their leadership…which set examples 

for laymen to follow.  They gave us confidence, faith in ourselves, faith in them and their 

leadership, that helped the congregations support the movement every foot of the way” (quoted 

in Cone 1986: 56).   

The pulpits of black churches also became a vital source of political information for 

congregants.  Mary Fair Burks, founder of the Women’s Political Council during the 

Montgomery Bus Boycott, notes “as Chairman of the Political Action Committee of the Dexter 

Avenue Baptist church, a committee formed by Dr. King—following church services I would 

read the names of candidates whom we had decided were least objectionable, considering the 

fact that we would be voting under the slogan ‘White Supremacy’” (quoted in Crawford 1990: 

80).  Though black churches remain politically active, the civil rights movement represented the 

apex of political and social reform facilitated by black clergy.  However, the death of Martin 

Luther King Jr., as well as increased secularization and the rise of more radical, nationalist 

orientations such as the Black Power movement, led to an interrogation of the political vitality of 

the black church through the 1970s and 1980s (Pinn 2002).      
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2.4 The Black Church in Flux  

The decline of the civil rights movement in the late 1960s heralded a simultaneous 

decline in political and social activism in black churches.  As theologian James Cone (1984) 

reflects, “the lack of vision in the churches is mirrored in the civil rights movement because the 

two have been and are closely related…With many persons wanting to be leaders and few 

wanting to follow, and with many leaders more concerned with their media image than about 

creating the structures for the liberation of the poor, it becomes clear why there have been no 

new visions” (1984: 199).   

 The crisis of leadership that emerged in the black church following the civil rights 

movement engendered a sense of dissonance among many congregants.  Beyond inter-

denominational disputes regarding leadership and the broad role of the church in structural 

reform, many congregants realized that despite the de jure gains of blacks in the 1960s, 

widespread discrimination remained.  Church leaders, many of whom had joined the middle 

class in the 1970s, became increasingly complacent toward demands for a more pronounced role 

in promoting equality and alleviating poverty.  Charles Adams, a Baptist minister, captures the 

prevailing disenchantment of many black churchgoers during this period: “instead of cursing the 

white man, blacks shout[ed] at the Lord.  Instead of kicking whitey, blacks kick[ed] over the 

pew” (quoted in Harris 1999: 5).   

 Resentment over the church’s lack of progress occurred amidst the shift toward 

secularization nationally throughout the 1970s.  As Hall Lawrence (1996) notes: 
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On college campuses, middle-class blacks were embracing a kind of intellectual and 

cultural attitude called black nationalism.  At the same time, in urban centers, the black 

consciousness movement with its slogans…was attracting followers with the same spirit 

of nationalism.  Black Americans’ cultural soul was on fire as well, and all our symbols 

were being questioned—including the white Jesus that we had bowed before during our 

childhood.  My generation was one that fled churches filled with those who appeared to 

us to be helpless (1996: 15-16).   

 

This secularization among middle-class blacks was consistent with a broad, national trend 

toward pushing faith-based activism out of public discourse.  As Carter (1993) observes:  

More and more, our culture seemed to take the position that believing deeply in the tenets 

of one’s faith represented a kind of mystical irrationality, something that thoughtful, 

public-spirited American citizens would do better to avoid.  If you must worship your 

God, the lesson runs, at least have the courtesy to disbelieve the power of prayer; if you 

must obey your sabbath, have the good sense to understand that it is just like any other 

day off from work (1993: 6-7).  

 

In 1995, Robert Franklin, former president of the Interdenominational Theological Center, noted 

that three out of every five inner city black men had no contact with church or Sunday school 

whatsoever, compared with four out of every five having contact just one generation prior 

(quoted in Sernett 1997).  Furthermore, data collected in 1970 found that three fourths of all 

blacks asserted that religion was losing its influence in American life, and a slight decline in 

religious attendance among black protestants from forty-six percent in 1956 to forty-three 

percent in 1973 (Glenn and Gotard 1973).   

Post-civil rights era disenchantment with black churches also had a profound impact on 

youth development.  Many children born in the 1970s and 1980s grew up during a time of deep 

resentment toward the black church, and their alienation from the church in subsequent decades 

reflected these attitudes (Pinn 2002).  In 2007, Reverend Jamal Harrison Bryant, youth director 

for the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) lamented: “A lot 

of them don’t have an idea of how they can be socially active in the 1990s.  They see the civil 

rights movement as, ‘Oh, that’s what happened in Selma, Montgomery, Jackson, and the March 
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on Washington.’ They don’t understand that civil rights is yet a struggle even today.” (quoted in 

Joiner 1997: 35).  

 The 1970s also witnessed a radical shift in black theology and the ideological trajectory 

of the black church.  Influenced by the Black Power movement, many black theologians, who 

saw little or no tangible benefit from King’s strategy of non-violence, adopted a more aggressive 

posture.  Theologian James Cone (1989) captures this transition by arguing: 

Each situation has its own problematic circumstances which force the believer to think 

through each act of obedience without an absolute ethical guide from Jesus.  To look for 

such a guide is to deny the freedom of the Christian man. His only point of reference is 

the freedom granted in Christ to be all for the neighbor.  Therefore, simply to say that 

Jesus did not use violence is no evidence relevant to the condition of black people as they 

decide what to do about white oppression (1989: 140).   

 

According to this new, radical interpretation of empowerment through Christ, black Americans 

had self-determination in asserting the means of their own liberation, which did not necessarily 

preclude violence.  As black theologians grappled with the tension between violence and 

nonviolence in the 1970s, however, a widening gap emerged between professional theology and 

the black church itself.  Exposure to the academy liberalized many black theologians, who began 

critiquing longstanding aspects of the church’s conservative agenda, such as the treatment of 

women and homosexuals (Pinn 2002).  This rift between progressive black academics and the 

church’s leadership led to frequent assertions that black theology was “anti-intellectual,” which 

further exacerbated the decline of the black church in the 1970s and 1980s.  As Cone writes: 

“when black theology sought to return to the church of its origin in the late 1970s, it found that 

its absence had created an alienation and that black church leaders were not open to criticisms 

coming from professional theologians teaching in white institutions” (Cone 1984: 114).   

After more than a century of social gospel, the post-civil rights era animated deep, inter-

denominational rifts in the black church over leadership, scripture, and the alignment between 
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black theology and praxis.  These issues, coupled with increased migration of black Christians to 

Islam, threatened both the legitimacy and stability of the church in the last decades of the 

twentieth century.  The 1990s, however, would see a resurgence of black commitment to the 

church, as the newly created black middle class retreated into non-secular institutions in an effort 

to sustain the momentum of their political, economic and social advancement.   

 

2.5  Resurgence: 1990-Present  

The contemporary black church was founded on a revitalization of the institution as both 

a spiritual and material opportunity structure for black Christians.  Much as congregants turned 

their backs on the church in the 1970s and 1980s when engagement yielded little material 

progress, many middle age blacks reconnected to the church in the 1990s when secular 

institutions failed to provide the advancement they sought.  By 1997, the black church attracted 

more than 25 million members to over 63,000 congregations (Pinn 2002).  Hall Lawrence (1996) 

recalls:  

As we mature, many of us are now looking back to what seems like ‘the good old days,’ 

to those traditional institutions like churches in hopes of finding guidance and a 

framework for living.  Now that we’re nearing middle age and are raising families, 

boomers are beginning to contemplate the meaning of life.  We are returning, therefore, 

in part, because religion can provide a framework for basic questions regarding the 

origin, purpose, and meaning of life.  Passage into middle age and the new spirituality, 

therefore, account for some of this revival of interest by blacks, but there are also 

indications that many are returning to the church in the hopes of reviving its role as a 

command center and strategic outpost in our community (1996: 16).   

 

Further, this resurgence animated an influx of middle class material values, as well as the 

professionalization of church ministries by congregants who were more educated and affluent 

than before.  Reverend Fred Lucas, former pastor of the Bridge Street AME Church in New 

York, reflects:  
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We are blessed in the pew with a new generation of young black professionals who want 

to invest something in the resurrection of the black community.  Many of them are 

relocating from the suburbs where their mamas and daddies and grandparents fled from 

the inner city.  And they’re coming back to be close to their jobs; they’re tired of 

commuting the long distances.  And they want to be in historic black communities.  And 

they are affiliating with historic black denominations and churches (quoted in Pinn 2002).  

 

Members who returned to the church after a hiatus in the 1970s and 1980s brought new demands 

on church leadership with them.  For their part, church leaders became aware of the diversity of 

faith-based engagement available to blacks, and responded by creating institutions wholly 

committed to social gospel in practice.  The flavor of contemporary social gospel, though, would 

be driven by investment in the material well-being of black communities as a complement to 

spiritual development.  In many respects, this represented a conundrum, insofar as churches 

actively competed for engagement with the very institutions of dominant society they fought to 

join:  

Black professionals such as doctors, lawyers, and CPAs sit in the pews.  Consequently, 

members demand a higher level of professionalism from the ministry and their ministers.  

Trustee boards are now comprised of trained financial services professionals.  Health care 

professionals organize blood drives and various health screenings at the church.   

Educators and college students participate in church tutoring and mentoring programs, 

even as many congregations now operate their own schools (Walton 2011: 143).   

 

Gradually, then, black churches began to face competition with secular forums of political, 

economic, and social development, while the growth of a more educated and professional black 

middle class raised the standards for black clergy seeking status as in-group role models.     

The ascendancy of a suburbanized, educated, black middle class, coupled with the 

increased professionalization of ministries, and changes in the ecclesiastical positions of 

mainline denominations, animated widespread expansion of black megachurches over the past 

two decades.  By virtue of their size, megachurches are in a position to develop and sustain an 

array of social service ministries vital to black communities, including HIV/AIDS prevention 
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programs and counseling, health coaching, physical fitness programs, youth development and 

academic tutoring assistance, latchkey programs, mental health counseling services, food and 

clothing outreach, nursing home and assisted living care, and bereavement counseling.  

Megachurches may be distinguished from traditional congregations by the comprehensive nature 

of their ministries, which mirror the secular institutions of dominant society, as well as a 

congregational size of more than 2,000 members.  Beyond their institutional qualities, 

megachurches demonstrate a unique ecclesiastical and theological character that is both 

charismatic and neo-Pentecostal; aspects of spiritual practice entirely consistent with late 

twentieth century Christian evangelism.  Scholars such as Moore (2001) assert that the “health 

and wealth” theology of megachurches are evidence of a post-denominational trajectory in the 

black church, insofar as these churches combine the traditional church’s commitment to social 

activism with the ecstatic worshipping culture of Pentecostalism.   

The eclectic worshipping style of the black megachurch has encouraged the leadership of 

many megachurches to minimize the significance of denominational ties.  As Thumma and 

Travis (2007) notes, megachurches are largely independent and nondenominational, or belong to 

denominations with national conferences that allow a great deal of latitude in implementing 

denominational beliefs.  As the most recent iteration of the black social gospel tradition, 

megachurches are poised to serve as a significant contemporary institution for black political 

mobilization and reform efforts.  The vast congregational size and financial resources of 

megachurches, as well as the charismatic appeal of pastoral leadership, enables them to engage 

bloc voters wholesale.  Furthermore, their erosion of traditional denominational lines and fused 

worshipping culture has the potential to encourage greater inter-denominational unity between 

black communities of faith.  Community empowerment through megachurches also promises 
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blacks non-secular opportunities for upward mobility at a time of great economic and social 

disparity between blacks and whites.   

 

2.6 The Role of Clergy in Shaping Political Activism in the Black Church    

 The black pastor as a key in-group role model is linked to scripture, which has often been 

invoked as a means of mobilizing church-based political activism.  As Martin Luther King Jr. 

(2009) argues:  

I am in Birmingham because injustice is here.  Just as the prophets of the eighth century 

B.C. left their villages and carried their “thus saith the Lord” far beyond the boundaries 

of their hometowns, and just as the Apostle Paul left his village of Tarsus and carried the 

gospel of Jesus Christ to the far corners of the Greco-Roman world, so am I compelled to 

carry the gospel of freedom beyond my own hometown.  Like Paul, I must constantly 

respond to the Macedonian call for aid (1998: 189).    

 

In The Souls of Black Folk, W.E.B. Dubois (1961) writes: “the preacher is the most unique 

personality developed by the Negro on American soil.  A leader, a politician, an orator, a boss, 

an intriguer, and idealist—all these he is, and ever too, the centre of a group of men, now twenty, 

now a thousand in number” (1961: 41).  Hamilton (1972) notes that the preacher naturally 

evolved as a leader in black communities in the absence of secular alternatives in a segregated 

society.   

 Although the primacy of clergy in black, political, economic, and social development in 

the United States is well-documented, there is a paucity of empirical work in the social sciences 

addressing the formation and communication of clergy beliefs.  Tucker (1975) maintains that the 

absence of church records, and a tradition of oral, rather than written, sermons, have precluded 

systematic analyses of the black pastor at the congregational level.  However, recent scholarship 

on black clergy activism suggests that improvements in church contact databases since Tucker 

have enabled more thorough quantitative studies.  McDaniel’s (2003) study of American 
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Methodist Episcopal (AME) and Church of God in Christ (COGIC) clergy activism during the 

2000 presidential election provides some of the most contemporary data on black clergy activism 

available to date.  Table 2.1, below, summarizes McDaniel’s findings on the level of approval for 

various types of political activism among black clergy:  

 

Table 2.1: Approval for Various Types of Activism Among Black Clergy  

Type of Activity       % Approve 

Publicly (not preaching) taking a stand on a moral issue            97% 

Taking a stand (while preaching) on a moral issue     92% 

Publicly (not preaching) taking a stand on a political issue   84% 

Publicly (not preaching) supporting a political candidate   72% 

While preaching, taking a stand on a political issue    68% 

 

Thus, a large majority of pastors surveyed by McDaniel approved of taking a public stand on 

moral and political issues, both while preaching and in informal discussions with parishioners.  

Table 2.2, below, summarizes McDaniel’s data on actual political participation reported by 

survey respondents:  
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Table 2.2: Types of Political Participation Reported by Black Clergy 

 

Type of Activity       % Approve 

Prayed publicly about an issue      95% 

Publicly (not preaching) took a stand on a moral issue   90% 

Took a stand from the pulpit on a political issue    89% 

Publicly (not preaching) supported a political candidate   86% 

Prayed publicly for political candidates     79% 

Actively campaigned for a candidate      65% 

Endorsed a candidate while preaching     46% 

 

Clearly, this data suggests that substantial majorities of clergy in at least two of the major 

denominations of the black church approve of publicly endorsing positions on moral and 

political issues, and actively engage in preaching and informal public discussion of moral and 

political issues.
1
  While the results of McDaniel’s research are not by themselves conclusive, 

they are nonetheless suggestive of clergy support for leveraging their position to publicly 

endorse or oppose political candidates and public policy issues.  Furthermore, with very few 

competing in-group role models, clergy are in a position to play a significant role in shaping 

churchgoer attitudes on political and moral issues.   

 Two findings of McDaniel’s, in particular, merit emphasis with regard to this 

dissertation.  First, in McDaniel’s analysis of data from the 2004 and 2005 Religion and Society 

surveys, he finds a significant difference in conveyance between AME and NBC clergy.  In 

                                                           
1
 A limitation of McDaniel’s study was his small sample size; of 1,531 questionnaires distributed to AME and 

COGIC clergy (740 potential AME respondents, 791 COGIC respondents), only 166 usable surveys were returned 

(10.8% response rate).   
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2004, 51.3 percent of AME clergy reported speaking with congregants about political issues, 

compared to 34.7 percent of NBC pastors in 2005.  McDaniel himself notes that “this difference 

likely results from the fact that the AME respondents were surveyed [in 2004] during a 

presidential election year” (2008: 114).  Thus, despite McDaniel’s emphasis on micropolitical 

forces, his work suggests clergy are cognizant of presidential politics when evaluating the 

decision to convey political beliefs to congregants.  Further, McDaniel finds that “AME pastors 

who perceive their members as being more liberal talk less frequently to them about politics than 

do pastors who view their members as more conservative” (2008: 15).  This finding lends 

support to the contextual model of clergy behavior; the truly interesting cases, then are those in 

which clergy either misinterpret or ignore congregant beliefs, and still take opposing positions.  

Nonetheless, McDaniel’s exploration of the specific intra-psychic risk assessment process that 

black pastors engage in when communicating controversial beliefs is largely missing from 

previous work.  What is clear, though, is that the black pastor has historically served as both a 

critical agenda-setter, establishing the priority of public policy for congregants, as well as a 

policy broker—communicating the collective political beliefs of congregants to political elites. 

The status of the black pastor as a prominent in-group political role model (with very few 

competitors) has allowed clergy to play a central role in navigating controversial social policy 

issues affecting the church, including homosexuality and gay rights. 
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2.7 The Narrative of Homophobia in the Black Church 

 Sexuality has long been a difficult issue to grapple with in the black church, and the 

historical experience of unrestricted control of black reproduction and families by whites during 

the antebellum period continues to influence contemporary clergy activism on homosexuality.  

At the extreme, black clergy rhetoric and activism against gay rights has escalated to 

unprecedented controversy.  In 2004, for example, Gregory Daniels, a black pastor in Chicago 

and strong supporter of President George W. Bush wrote in The New York Times that “if the Ku 

Klux Klan opposed gay marriage, I would ride with them (Clemetson 2004).  Regarding tensions 

between the church’s social gospel mission and the pervasiveness of homophobic attitudes, 

theologian Renee Hill (1999) writes:  

Christianity has been on many occasions, if not simply inadequate, downright destructive.  

As a black lesbian I wrestle mightily with Christian religious heritage that has had its 

share of supporting and promoting misogyny, white supremacy, and hatred of 

homosexuals.  For too many people, the Christian message has not been a message of 

liberation.  The Bible has been used as a weapon to enslave Africans, silence women, and 

abuse lesbians and gay men.  Racists and misogynists have hidden behind church 

tradition to justify their destructive policies and actions.  The black theology that was 

taking shape thirty years ago certainly recognized this fact in its recasting of Christianity 

as black power itself (1999: 145).   

 

Ward (2005) suggests that homophobic and hypermasculine attitudes in the black church are a 

function of religious beliefs, historical sexual exploitation, and “race survival” consciousness 

(propagated in response to perceptions of white dominance).   Because these three perspectives 

are critical to understanding the positions of black clergy on gay rights (and were frequently 

referenced in interviews for this project), I will discuss each in turn.  

 Much of the hostility of black clergy toward homosexuality is rooted in literal 

interpretations of both Hebrew (Old Testament) and Christian (New Testament) scripture.  

Leviticus 18:22 states: “Thou shalt not lie with mankind, as with womankind, it is an 
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abomination,” a sentiment continued in Leviticus 20:13: “if a man also lies with mankind…they 

will surely be put to death.”  The New Testament is more ambiguous, with references to 

homosexuality varying by translation and edition.  The Greek word “arsenoloites,” for example, 

which is found in Corinthians 6:9 and Timothy 1:10, has been translated as “those who abuse 

themselves with mankind” (King James Version), “sodomites” (Young’s Version), 

“homosexuals” (New American Standard Edition), “men who practice homosexuality” (English 

Standard Version), “those with a twisted view of sex” (New International Reader’s Version) and 

“sexual perverts” (Good News Translation).  From Corinthians 6:9-10 (Today’s New 

International Version): “Or do you not know that wrongdoers will not inherit the kingdom of 

God?  Do not be deceived: neither the sexually immoral nor idolaters nor adulterers nor male 

prostitutes nor practicing homosexuals nor thieves nor the greedy nor drunkards nor slanderers 

nor swindlers will inherit the kingdom of God.”   

 References to Leviticus and Corinthians in opposition to homosexuality are common 

among clergy in many mainline Christian denominations.   These references are unique in the 

black church, however, given the literalist beliefs of congregants relative to churchgoers in other 

denominations.  Scholars have long argued that scriptural literalism—deference to the explicit, 

principal meaning of scriptural text, has played a powerful role in belief formation on 

homosexuality and hypermasculinity in the black church (Ward 2005).  A 2010 study by the Pew 

Forum on Religion and Public Life found that 62 percent of churchgoers in historically black 

churches held that scripture “was the word of God, and literally true, word for word.”  By 

comparison, only 22 percent of churchgoers in mainline Protestant churches, 23 percent of 

Catholics, and 10 percent of Jews exhibited strong literalist beliefs. Nationally, an average of 33 

percent of churchgoers expressed strong literalist beliefs (across fourteen denominations 



49 
 

included in the study) and the only denominations that came close to the degree of literalism 

exhibited by respondents from predominantly black churches were evangelicals (59 percent) 

(Pew 2010a).  This strong literalist tradition has only recently weakened as some denominations 

within the black church have sought to contextualize scripture on the role of women and 

sinfulness of homosexuality.  Such revisionism, however, is more prevalent among white 

theologians, whose perspectives on scripture black clergy have been reluctant to accept (Ward 

2005).  Douglas (1999) argues that the black church’s literalist tradition is rooted in the refuge 

slaves found in scripture, which was understood as refuting the contention of white clergy that 

slavery was God’s will.   

 Reclaiming control of black sexuality is another dominant theme in black clergy 

opposition to homosexuality.  As Roberts (1997) argues, “racism created for white slaveowners 

the possibility of unrestrained reproductive control.  The social order established by powerful 

white men was founded on two inseparable ingredients: the dehumanization of Africans on the 

basis of race, and the control of women’s sexuality and reproduction” (1997: 23).  There were no 

laws prohibiting the rape of black women, and the exploitation of slaves, many of whom used 

sex as a means of obtaining manumission, was common.  A preacher and former slave recalled:  

My master..he was a good man but he was pretty bad among the women.  Married or not 

married made no difference to him. Whoever he wanted among the slaves he went and 

had her or had her meet him somewhere in the bushes.  I have known him to go to the 

shack and make the woman’s husband sit outside while he went in with his wife…I am 

not accusing him of nothing but these are just the things I saw.  He wasn’t no worse than 

none the rest.  They all used their women like they wanted to and there wasn’t nobody to 

say anything about it.  Neither the slave men nor the women could help themselves.  

They submitted to it but kept praying to God (quoted in Collier-Thomas 2010).   

 

Reclaiming ownership of the black body, which was understood as “lost” to whites during the 

Civil War, was therefore central to shaping the narrative of black sexual conservatism.   
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 In the postbellum period, black sexuality continued to be interrogated by white culture; 

this antagonism is evident in the controversial 1965 Moynihan Report, which identified a 

pathological and destructive character in black family structure.  The black church responded to 

these threats by advancing a deeply conservative attitude toward sexuality—an attempt, 

according to Dyson (1996) to “rid the body of lascivious desires and purge its erotic imagination 

with clean thoughts” (1996: 91).  Ward (2005) suggest this conservatism is a reaction to the 

denigration of black sexuality by dominant white society, captured by the “jezebel” and 

“mammy” media stereotypes during slavery, as well as the more current treatment of black 

women as “welfare queens” and black men as sexually violent and promiscuous.  Finally, a sense 

of black bionationalism—the notion of race survival against the encroachment of whiteness and 

homosexuality, has driven the black church to promote homophobic views (2005: 495-496).  

These views have revolved around an intense protection of black masculinity, often to the 

detriment of women, who make up between 60-70 percent of the black church’s membership, but 

only 5 percent of its leadership (Pinn 2002).   

 Even watershed events in the history of the black church, such as the civil rights 

movement, were affected by homophobia within the church.  Bayard Rustin, for example, a 

homosexual and close confidante of Martin Luther King Jr., was seen as a significant liability by 

movement leaders.  Nonetheless, Rustin’s prominence in the movement is evident in King’s 

adoption of a number of his recommendations, including the formation of a corps for nonviolent 

direct action.  In 1960, Adam Clayton Powell, perhaps to draw attention away from his own 

corruption charges, sent a message to A. Phillip Randolph threatening that, unless he and King 

called off a planned march on the Democratic National Convention, Powell would assert King 

and Rustin were having an affair.  King acquiesced and broke off relations with Rustin, which 



51 
 

led to an estranged relationship that was only salvaged when Rustin was appointed as a 

coordinator for the 1963 March on Washington. Despite his contributions to the movement, 

Rustin often remarked that he felt the most intense threats to his activist career emanated from 

within the movement itself, rather than from whites (Boykin 1996: 204).  This episode 

dramatically reinforces the tensions in the black church around homosexuality, even among 

prominent civil rights leaders.  These tensions would continue to mount as gay rights activists 

sought to frame the struggle for gay rights as an analogous to the black civil rights movement.    

 Following on the heels of the civil rights movement, the 1969 Stonewall riots elevated 

gay rights activism to the national level.  Inspired by black civil rights activism, gay rights 

activists sought to replicate the discourse and mobilization strategies of black church leaders, 

many of whom balked at the comparison between the gay and black struggles for equal rights.  

Organizers of the 1993 March on Washington for Lesbian, Gay, and Bi Equal Rights and 

Liberation liberally invoked the name of Martin Luther King Jr. and repeated a chant to align 

their ideals and objectives with blacks: “gay, straight, black, white: same struggle, same fight!”  

In response, black clergy made strong efforts to distinguish the two movements—Reverend 

Lester James of Zion Hill Baptist Church (Washington, DC) wrote: “they are asking to be 

recognized lawfully as a minority because homosexuality is immutable…We say, ‘No.’ We will 

not agree to them saying they’re just like us.  Yes, Dr. King talked about loving everybody.  We 

have not abdicated that.  I believe God loves the individual homosexual, but He hates the 

homosexual life style” (quoted in New York Times News Service 1993).  Black secular elites 

also challenged the analogy between the black and gay rights movements; General Colin Powell, 

for example, argued that “skin color is a benign, non-behavioral characteristic.  Sexual 
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orientation is perhaps the most profound of human behavior characteristics. Comparison of the 

two is a convenient but invalid argument” (quoted in Boykin 1996: 32).   

 In the 1990s and early 2000s, gay members of black churches became more active in 

voicing concerns regarding the disdain for, or neglect of, gay issues in black faith-based 

communities. The first comprehensive study of black gay concerns was the Gay Pride Survey, 

conducted in 2000.  This survey, which gathered data from nine gay pride celebrations held 

across the United States, found that the principal concerns among respondents were issues 

related to how gay congregants were treated in black churches, as well as 

homophobic/heterosexist language used by black clergy.  A follow-up survey conducted in 2006 

found that the treatment of marriage/partnership issues ranked first as a concern among 

respondents, followed by concerns which have remained constant for respondents over time: 

anti-gay discrimination, hate crimes/violence, and HIV/AIDS (Cahill and Kim-Butler 2006).   

 During this time, scholarly interest emerged in studying the phenomenon of “open and 

affirming” black churches, defined by the Hartford Institute for Religion Research as churches 

that “publicly declared the gay, lesbian, and bisexual (GLB) people (or those of all sexual 

orientations) were welcome in its full circle and ministry (membership, leadership, 

employment)” (Hartford Institute for Religion Research 2001).  As Chaney and Patrick (2001) 

note, this concept recognizes that although black gay congregants remain marginalized in the 

larger community, in open, affirming churches, they are specifically mentioned by name, and 

there is a clear linkage between the rhetoric and practice of acceptance” (2001: 203-204).  

Following this internal movement for greater recognition of gay congregant interests, a number 

of historically black denominations, including the United Church of Christ, the Metropolitan 
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Community Church, and Unity Fellowship, have committed themselves to ministering as open, 

affirming churches.   

 The early 1990s saw the development of several predominantly black gay and lesbian 

ministries, including the Unity Fellowship Churches, which were formed in Los Angeles and 

Detroit in 1991 and subsequently expanded to other metropolitan areas.  Several years after 

Unity Fellowship Churches were formed, in a case that received national media attention, 

Tommie Watkins, an openly gay man who was refused ordination by the AME Church, 

developed a new ministry for gays and lesbians at the Greater Bethel AME Church in Fort 

Lauderdale, Florida.  In 1998, the Religious Coalition for Reproductive Choice sponsored the 

second national Black Religious Summit at Howard University Divinity School.  This forum, 

which was attended by over four hundred clergy, congregants, educators, and youth, sought to 

confront the historical reluctance of the black church to discuss matters related to sexuality and 

religion.  A second forum co-sponsored by the Religious Coalition for Reproductive Choice and 

the National Gay and Lesbian Task Force, was held in 2000 on the subject of “Racism, Sexism, 

and Homophobia in our Time: United We Stand” (Pinn 2000).  Collectively, these examples 

suggest increasing tensions in the black church in the 1990s and early 2000s around the church’s 

treatment of sexuality and gay rights.  These tensions came to the fore as an increasingly activist 

gay membership demanded confrontation with the traditional narrative of homophobia 

masculinity pervading black churches.   

 As late as the mid-2000s, though, pastors who publicly endorsed gay rights assumed a 

significant risk of alienating their congregations.  The risk of alienating congregants with 

divergent attitudes on gay rights is evident in several prominent cases—in 2005, Reverend Oliver 

White, pastor at Grace Community Church of Christ in St. Paul, Minnesota, voiced support for 
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marriage equality to his congregation of approximately 320 members.  In the weeks following 

White’s sermon, he lost over two-thirds of his congregation and his church faced foreclosure in 

2012 (Gritz 2012).  Several years later, after Reverend Kenneth Samuel, senior pastor at Victory 

Church in Stone Mountain, Georgia, voiced his support for acceptance of gays within the church, 

his congregation shrank from 6,000 to 3,000 members (Bannerjee 2007).  The danger of voicing 

liberal attitudes on gay rights created a “chilling” effect among black clergy around supporting 

gay rights in public. As McDaniel (2008) argues in his analysis of political communication by 

AME clergy in 2004 and 2005, “AME pastors who perceive their members as being more liberal 

talk less frequently to them about politics than do pastors who view their members as more 

conservative” (2008: 15).  Contradictions between the black church’s social gospel mission and 

discourse around gay rights have been raised by a number of prominent black scholars, including 

Baptist minister Michael Dyson (1996), who notes:  

A black minister will preach a sermon railing against sexual ills, especially 

homosexuality.  At the close of the sermon, a soloist, who everybody knows is gay, will 

rise to perform a moving number, as the preacher extends an invitation for visitors to join 

the church.  The soloist, is, in effect, being asked to sing, and to sign, his theological 

death warrant.  His presence at the end of such a sermon symbolizes a silent endorsement 

of the preacher’s message.  Ironically, the presence of his gay Christian body at the 

highest moment of worship also negates a preacher’s attempt to censure his presence, to 

erase his body, to deny his legitimacy as a child of God.  The black church, an institution 

that has been at the heart of black emancipation, refuses to unlock the oppressive closet 

for gays and lesbians (1996: 104-105).   

 

 The history of the black church reinforces several points that are crucial to the clerical 

politics explored in this project, including challenges reconciling social gospel and black 

sexuality, the prominence of the black pastor in thought leadership around sexuality, and current 

tensions between conservative and liberal voices in the church.  These tensions have been 

exacerbated by the sometimes strained relationship between President Obama and the black 

church around the issue of gay rights. Before exploring how President Obama’s gay rights 
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agenda affected his relationship with black church leaders, and the strategy of 

compartmentalization employed by black pastors, though, it is essential to understand the black 

church’s relationship with the modern presidency.   
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CHAPTER 3 

THE BLACK CHURCH AND THE MODERN PRESIDENCY 

“Every single American—gay, straight, lesbian, bisexual, transgender—every single American 

deserves to be treated equally in the eyes of the law and in the eyes of our society.  It’s a pretty 

simple proposition.”  

 

-President Barack Obama, Human Rights Campaign Annual Dinner, 2011 

 

“For the homosexual community and for the president to bow to the money as Judas did for 

Jesus Christ is a disgrace and we are ashamed…the president is in the White House because of 

the Civil Rights Movement, and I was a leader in that.  And I didn’t march one inch, one foot, 

one yard, for a man to marry a man and for a woman to marry a woman.  So the president has 

forgotten the price that was paid…where they gave their blood to have equal rights in the United 

States.”  

 

-Reverend William Owens, Coalition of African American Pastors, 2012 

 

3.1 The Black Church: Clinton through Obama 

Very few race, religion, and politics scholars have studied the complex relationship between the 

black church and the American presidency.  Foremost among this research, though, is Harris-

Lacewell’s (2008) analysis of the relationship between black religiosity and presidential support 

from the Reagan Administration through the Clinton Administration.  Drawing on data from the 

1984 and 1994 National Black Politics Study, Harris-Lacewell found a clear link between 

religiosity and attitudes toward presidents; even controlling for partisanship, blacks who reported 

taking significant guidance from religion held more unfavorable attitudes toward Reagan in 

1984, and more favorable attitudes toward Clinton in 1994.  Harris-Lacewell attributes this 

correlation to black church leadership mediating between the presidency and conceptions of 

social justice and equality drawn largely from Old Testament prophetic ideals: “African 

American commitment to and emphasis on the Old Testament prophets is important for 

understanding black public opinion relative to the president.  The ideal of the prophet of social 
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justice and equality is the standard against which black America judges American presidents” 

(2008: 208).  Thus, for churchgoing blacks, perceptions of the American presidency are, to a 

great extent, conditioned by cultural expectations established and mediated by black church 

leadership.   

Among the last three presidential administrations, the conflict between spiritual and racial 

authenticity in the black church has been deepest under the Obama administration.  Despite his 

commitment to narrowing gay rights and promoting government support of faith-based 

organizations, George W. Bush only obtained eight percent of the black vote in the 2000 

presidential election.  This was not surprising, given the consistent alignment of black vote with 

the Democratic Party since the 1960s (Shapiro 2004; Dawson 2001).  The only significant 

endorsements Bush obtained within the black community were from conservative clergy, many 

of whom formed national and regional coalitions to advocate on behalf of Bush’s campaign 

against gay marriage.  This phenomenon was particularly striking in the 2004 presidential 

election, where Bush’s victory over John Kerry has been attributed by many to regional activism 

by conservative black clergy over several states banning gay marriage (Shapiro 2004).  

Nonetheless, clergy reaction toward much of the Bush Administration’s principal means of 

outreach to the faith-based community, the Faith-Based and Community Initiative, was mixed.  

As Reverend Robert Franklin (former President of Morehouse College) noted in 2006:  

I’m not sure there was a real deep understanding among those who sort of initially 

formed this initiative about how ideas, particularly new and controversial ideas, get 

traction in black church culture.  And that is to say, it is not the mere publishing of an 

RFP, request for proposals, or announcement of a program, etc., but rather it is the talking 

drum phenomenon, in the village.  That is, there has to be a respected leader who stakes 

his or her pastoral capital or reputation on the program, and sells it to pastors who have 

an open mind, but who aren’t sure about whether they want to participate in this 

initiative, or dance with this partner (quoted in Bositis 2006).    
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The weak reception of the Bush Administration’s Faith-Based and Community Initiative among 

black churches underscores a paradox: although Bush’s values on gay rights might have been 

aligned with many black clergy and churchgoers (drawing some blacks to the Republican Party), 

there was clearly a disjuncture between the values and intent of the Bush’s social policy agenda 

and the execution of that agenda in black communities of faith.  Furthermore, the Bush 

Administration stood little chance of recovering black voter support following Bush’s perceived 

mishandling of recovery efforts following Hurricane Katrina.  Shortly after the terrorist attacks 

on September 11, 2001, the rallying effect in Bush’s approval rating resulted in a 51 percent 

approval rating among blacks.  By early 2005, that approval rating had dropped to 19 percent, 

and, following Hurricane Katrina, two polls by NBC/The Wall Street Journal and the Pew 

Research Center put Bush’s approval rating among blacks as low as 2 percent and only as high 

as 12 percent (Froomkin 2005).  Regarding Bush’s relationship with the black electorate, Peter 

Hart, a Democratic pollster noted, “African Americans were not supporters, but I don’t think 

they detested him until now.  The actions in and around Katrina persuaded African Americans 

that this was a president who was totally insensitive to their concerns and needs” (quoted in 

Froomkin 2005).   

 Although strong Democratic partisanship, miscommunication, and distrust among the 

black electorate in the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina might partially account for the lack of 

black support for the Bush Administration, the attitudes of blacks toward the Clinton 

Administration represents a unique puzzle in the study of the relationship between presidents and 

the black church.  In a 1998 article in The New Yorker, Toni Morrison famously suggested that 

“Years ago, in the middle of the Whitewater investigation, one heard the first murmurs; white 

skin notwithstanding, this is our first black President.  Blacker than any actual black person who 
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could ever be elected in our children’s lifetime.  After all, Clinton displays almost every trope of 

blackness: single-parent household, born poor, working-class, saxophone-playing, McDonald’s-

and-junk-food loving boy from Arkansas” (Morrison 1998).  Though Morrison’s assertion was 

disavowed by many black political leaders, as Wichkham (2002) notes, it is undeniable that 

black voters shared an unprecedented emotional connection with Clinton that contributed to 

strong approval ratings among blacks.  This support was not diminished by the personal scandals 

that plagued Clinton throughout his presidency, or by his conservative welfare reform agenda.  In 

August 1998, during the twilight of the Clinton Administration, a poll conducted by Lester and 

Associates found that Clinton’s approval rating among blacks was 93 percent, exceeding even 

Jesse Jackson’s 89 percent approval rating (Wickham 2001: 1).  Joseph Lowery recalls: “Clinton 

had another ace up his sleeve.  The boy can preach.  Jesse Jackson could make a fool out of 

Walter Mondale and Michael Dukakis, but he couldn’t bother Clinton…He can preach, but he 

also knows how to go to a black church and just melt into the woodwork.  He becomes an 

invisible white man.  He becomes the black man in the pews” (quoted in Wickham 2002: 26).  

Thus, the legitimacy of Clinton as a president was connected to his resonance with black spiritual 

tradition.  

 In retrospect, Clinton’s record on gay rights was ambiguous at best.  It was during 

Clinton’s tenure that, responding to pressure from gay and lesbian supporters, the military’s 

“don’t ask, don’t tell” policy was implemented as a progressive measure against the exclusion of 

gays and lesbians from military service.  Likewise, Clinton included crimes on the basis of 

sexual orientation as a federal hate crime and ended discrimination against those afflicted with 

HIV/AIDS.  Finally, Clinton pushed through an unprecedented 150 gay and lesbian political 

appointees to all levels of government, including the controversial recess appointment of James 
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Hormel as the first openly gay ambassador.  Conversely, Clinton’s administration saw the 

passage of the Defense of Marriage Act of 1996, which established a definition of marriage as 

between a man and a woman and provided that no state was obligated to recognize marriages 

between gays and lesbians formed in other states.  Thus, although the Defense of Marriage Act 

establishes Clinton’s record on gay rights as more conservative than Obama’s, given the state of 

the gay rights agenda during his administration, as well as activism by an intensely conservative 

Congress, Clinton’s record could still be regarded as moderately progressive among 

contemporary presidencies.   

 Barack Obama’s campaign, like the presidential campaigns of Shirley Chisholm and 

Jesse Jackson before him, relied on a progressive, insurgent, grassroots strategy to mobilize 

black voters.  Unlike Chisholm and Jackson, though, Obama’s inner circle campaign staff 

consisted almost entirely of white Democratic Party insiders, including David Axelrod, David 

Plouffe, Robert Gibbs, Anita Dunn, Steve Hildebrand, Joel Benenson, Betsy Myers, and Penny 

Pritzker.  In addition, beyond Illinois, most black voters were unaware of who Barack Obama 

was at the start of the 2008 primaries.  Furthermore, Obama’s biracial background and 

commitment to a race-transcendent campaign distanced him from black activist communities and 

prompted media and many black political leaders to question both his racial authenticity and 

commitment to advancing black policy interests.  In 2006, Debra Dickerson, a writer for Salon, 

argued that in supporting Obama, blacks are “not embracing a black man, a descendant of slaves.  

[We]’re replacing a black man with an immigrant of recent African descent of whom [we] can 

approve of without feeling guilty or frightened” (Dickerson 2006).  Indeed, the popularity of Bill 

Clinton with the black electorate motivated several prominent black leaders to endorse Hilary 

Clinton, rather than Obama, early in 2007.  A CNN poll conducted in April, 2007 found that 
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blacks favored Clinton over Obama 51 percent to 35 percent.  The most striking finding in this 

poll, though, was that 88 percent of blacks held the view that Clinton “understands the problems 

of people like me,” compared to 77 percent expressing that view for Obama.  This suggests that 

“political blackness,” or perceived commitment to the black public policy agenda, rather than 

racial solidarity, motivated black support for a candidate (Steinem 2007).  However, in the first 

contests held with a large number of black voters, Obama affirmed his credibility by capturing an 

overwhelming majority of black votes, a trend that would continue throughout the primaries.  

Ultimately, in the general election, Obama obtained 96 percent of black votes, with discussion of 

race in the general election campaign focusing less on racial authenticity and more on the use of 

racial cues in political advertisements by both candidates (Sinclair-Chapman and Price 2008).   

 Clearly, given his popularity among the black electorate, including Christians, many 

black voters prioritized racial solidarity with Obama over commitment to a socially conservative 

gay rights agenda.  Since taking office, Obama’s position on expanding gay rights has been 

consistently progressive relative to the traditional position of the black church.  He has been 

supportive of expanding federal hate crimes legislation to include crimes perpetrated on the basis 

of sexual orientation or gender identity; banning employment discrimination on the basis of 

sexual orientation; marriage and federal rights for gay couples; opposing a constitutional ban on 

same-sex marriage; and favored repealing the military’s “don’t ask, don’t tell” policy.   

 Not all black Christians, however, favored prioritizing racial solidarity over religious 

authenticity, and some pastors voiced strong opposition to congregants ignoring Obama’s 

positions on gay rights and reproductive choice for the sake of racial solidarity.  In 2008, 

Reverend Kim Daniels, pastor of the 400-member Spoken Word Ministries in inner-city 

Jacksonville, Florida, wrote: “Obama, I am afraid of.  I have a problem with people voting for 
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him because he is black.  Some of our African-American preachers are so excited to see someone 

who looks like them even though they are not getting someone who believes like them.  But my 

life as a black person does not mean more than my life as a believer” (quoted in Duin 2008).  

Gilbert Coleman, pastor at the 1,000-member Freedom Christian Fellowship (Philadelphia, 

Pennsylvania) concurred: “There are a lot of things Obama is saying that are uncomfortable to 

Christians.  Some of the basic tenets of the Christian faith he does not hold to.  The homosexual 

agenda, abortion, and things he’s said about the economy are upsetting.  He does not take a true 

position as it relates to his own Christianity” (quoted in Duin 2008).  

 Regardless of his attempts to promote a race-neutral campaign, much of Obama’s success 

has been attributed to effective mobilization of grassroots organizations and voluntary 

associations, including the black church.  Though he ultimately became a devout Christian, 

Obama notes in The Audacity of Hope that, while deeply spiritual, his mother was not 

particularly religious.  The religious background of Obama is also extraordinarily diverse—he 

was raised by a Christian mother and Muslim father, and attended Catholic School as a child.  

Despite his moderate religious upbringing, Obama’s relationship with the black church was 

strained during his 2008 presidential campaign over his ties to Reverend Jeremiah Wright, as 

well as his commitment to a progressive gay rights agenda.   

 In the 2000s, Obama and his family were congregants at Trinity United Church in Christ, 

a predominantly black church on the south side of Chicago affiliated with the United Church of 

Christ.  In 2008, ABC News uncovered footage of several controversial sermons by Reverend 

Jeremiah Wright, a longtime pastor at Trinity United whom Obama initially appointed to his 

African American Religious Leadership Committee.  The specific sermons that received 

widespread controversy included “The Day of Jerusalem’s Fall,” which justified the terrorist 
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attacks on September 11, 2001: “We bombed Hiroshima, we bombed Nagasaki, and we nuked 

far more than the thousands in New York and the Pentagon, and we never batted an eye…and 

now we are indignant, because the stuff we have done overseas is now brought back into our 

own front yards.  America’s chickens are coming home to roost” (Wright 2001).  Likewise, 

“Confusing God and Government” sought to implicate the government in continuing 

mistreatment of blacks:  

When it came to treating her citizens of African descent fairly, America failed.  She put 

them in chains, put them on slave quarters, put them on auction blocks, put them in the 

cotton field, put them in inferior schools, put them in substandard housing, put them in 

scientific experiments, put them in low-paying jobs, put them in the lowest paying jobs, 

put them outside the equal protection of the law, kept them out of their racist bastions of 

higher education and locked them into positions of hopelessness and helplessness.  The 

government gives them drugs, builds bigger prisons, passes a three-strike law and then 

wants us to sing ‘God Bless America.’  No, no, no, not God Bless America, God damn 

America—that’s in the Bible—for killing innocent people.  God damn America, for 

treating our citizens as less than human.  God damn America, as long as she tries to act 

like she is God, and she is supreme.  The United States government has failed the vast 

majority of her citizens of African descent (Wright 2003).   

 

Obama’s opponents seized on his affiliation with Wright to claim that, despite projecting himself 

as moderate and race-neutral, he was, in fact, radical and militant on issues of foreign policy and 

race.  Although the nature of Wright’s relationship with Obama would be rehashed throughout 

the campaign, polling in the immediate aftermath of the story breaking suggests that the 

controversy had minimal effect on his approval ratings (Cose 2008).  Obama ultimately 

renounced Wright in a speech in late April, 2008:  
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His comments were not only divisive and destructive, but I believe that they end up 

giving comfort to those who prey on hate, and I believe that they do not portray 

accurately the perspective of the black church. They certainly don't portray accurately my 

values and beliefs. And if Reverend Wright thinks that that's political posturing, as he put 

it, then he doesn't know me very well. And based on his remarks yesterday, well, I may 

not know him as well as I thought either.... What became clear to me is that he was 

presenting a world view that contradicts who I am and what I stand for, and what I think 

particularly angered me was his suggestion somehow that my previous denunciation of 

his remarks were somehow political posturing. Anybody who knows me and anybody 

who knows what I'm about knows that I am about trying to bridge gaps and I see the 

commonality in all people…After seeing Reverend Wright's performance, I felt as if 

there was a complete disregard for what the American people are going through and the 

need for them to rally together to solve these problems. …Whatever relationship I had 

with Reverend Wright has changed, as a consequence of this (Reprinted in Zeleny 2008). 

 

While Obama severing ties to Wright, and ultimately, Trinity United, had the desired effect of 

reclaiming some of the race neutrality he projected earlier in the campaign, his renunciation of 

Wright generated new tensions surrounding his racial and religious authenticity.  The nature of 

this controversy was captured by Darryl Pinckney in his June 18, 2008 article in The New York 

Review of Books:  

My father, ferociously pro-Clinton because he doesn’t believe that even a moderate black 

man can be elected president in such a racist society, said that Obama had been wrong to 

repudiate his pastor. He should have stood by him in his North Carolina press conference 

as he had in his Philadelphia speech when he refused to strip Wright of his historical 

context as a man who contains within him the contradictions…of the [black] community. 

Black people wouldn’t like it, because they always took their pastor’s side. My mother 

countered that, on the contrary, black congregations were forever dumping their pastors. I 

wondered how much of this kind of back and forth was going on in black homes across 

the country (Pinckney 2008).   

 

 Tensions generated by Obama’s relationship with Wright forced his campaign, and 

ultimately his administration, to engage in damage control around his perspectives on the 

interplay of politics, religion, and race.  This backlash represented a considerable problem for 

Obama, insofar as during the 2008 presidential campaign, the Democratic Party was seeking to 

reclaim religious voters from Republicans (following disappointing showings in the previous two 

presidential elections) by publicly emphasizing Obama’s image as a family-oriented Christian.  
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Obama’s association with Wright also forced the electorate to rethink Obama as a “post-racial” 

candidate by encouraging media scrutiny of many of Wright’s radical beliefs on the 

government’s treatment of blacks.  None of this controversy, however, affected Obama’s turnout 

among churchgoing blacks in the 2008 primary or general elections, which allowed him to 

leverage some of the political capital he maintained to further a progressive agenda on gay rights.   

 An early indication of Obama’s support for gay rights occurred in 2007 during a debate 

sponsored by the Human Rights Campaign (a gay rights organization) and LOGO—a gay 

television network.  During the debate, Obama spoke pointedly on the issue of homosexuality in 

the black church:  

The notion of gay marriage has been used to divide people in black churches.  I pointed 

out that if there’s any pastor here who can point out a marriage that has been broken up as 

a consequence of seeing two men or two women holding hands, then you should tell me, 

because I haven’t seen any evidence of it.  And if you think that issue is more important 

to the black family than the fact that black men don’t have any jobs and are struggling in 

the inner cities, then I profoundly disagree with you” (HRC-LOGO 2007).   

 

In response to a question on the role of church in government-sanctioned civil marriages, Obama 

noted:  

It is my strong belief that the government has to treat all citizens equally.  I don’t think 

that the church should be making these determinations when it comes to legal rights 

conferred by the state.  I do think that individual denominations have the right to make 

their own decisions as to whether they recognize same sex couples.  My denomination, 

United Church of Christ, does.  Other denominations may make a decision, and 

obviously, part of keeping a separation of churches and state is also to make sure that 

churches have the right to exercise their freedom of religion (HRC-LOGO 2007).   

 

These exchanges clearly demonstrate the difficult position Obama was in prior to the 2008 

election around race neutrality, gay rights, and the black church.  In his response on 

homosexuality in the black church, Obama abruptly pivots away from the subject of gay 

marriage toward discussing other aspects of the black public policy agenda, such as employment 

and urban poverty (minimizing in-group differences).  Likewise, when discussing the role of 
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government in sanctioning civil marriages, Obama framed his perspective as a denominational 

controversy.  This allowed him to distance himself from the narrative of homophobia 

surrounding the black church and maintain appeal among gay supporters.  In November 2007, 

Obama reiterated his challenge to black churches during an interview with Tim Russert on “Meet 

the Press:” “There is a problem of homophobia in the African-American community.  I will go 

into the churches.  I will go into meetings with ministers and say, I disagree with you on these 

issues.  This is not the way I interpret my faith” (Obama 2007).  In a series of speeches in 2008, 

Obama began to discredit many of the scriptural passages used to condemn homosexuality as 

“obscure,” citing the Sermon on the Mount, in which Jesus condemns those who unfairly judge 

others, as a more meaningful scriptural reference supporting equal treatment for gays (Obama 

2008).   

Beyond public statements condemning discrimination against gays, Obama deepened 

concerns among conservative black clergy through a number of associations and appointments 

he made during his campaign and administration.  In December, 2008, Obama appointed a group 

of seven prominent, openly gay power brokers to key appointments in his presidential team (Fred 

Hochberg, Roberta Achtenberg, Elaina Kaplan, Michael Gust, Rick Stamberger, Brad Kiley, 

Thomas Soto).  Subsequently, during his inauguration, Obama invited Bishop Vicky Gene 

Robinson, the first openly-gay bishop of a major Christian denomination (Episcopal Church, 

Diocese of New Hampshire), to offer a prayer at his inauguration.  In March 2010, Obama 

appointed gay rights activist Chai Feldblum to the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 

(EEOC) through a recess appointment.  Conservative clergy objected to Feldblum’s appointment 

because the EEOC has oversight over federal laws concerning discrimination against job 

applicants on the basis of sexual orientation.  In February, 2011, Obama appointed gay activist 
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Reverend Elder Nancy Wilson (Universal Fellowship of Metropolitan Community Churches) 

and two other gay pastors to his Office of Faith-Based and Neighborhood Partnerships, which 

oversees the White House’s relationships with churches and other faith-based organizations.  

Wilson’s appointment was controversial because the Universal Fellowship of Metropolitan 

Community Churches has a specific ministry to lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender 

congregants.   

 Once elected, Obama advanced his gay rights agenda through several speeches that 

foreshadowed his eventual support for gay marriage.  In 2010, Obama’s presidential 

proclamations on Mother’s Day and Father’s Day included language supporting gay parenthood:  

“Nurturing families come in many forms, and children may be raised by a father and mother, a 

single father, two fathers, a step father, a grandfather, or caring guardian” (Obama 2010).  

Although his Mother’s Day proclamation went unchallenged, the Black Christian News Network 

issued a condemnation of Obama’s Father’s Day proclamation, encouraging leaders of black 

megachurches to sign the following petition repudiating his statement:  

I love President Obama and his family, and I am praying for them.  I want them to 

succeed and not to fail.  I am also pleased with the good things that he is trying to do for 

the country.  However, I firmly stand against the President’s statement that homosexuals, 

“two fathers,” can be considered “fathers,” in the normal sense of the word, in his 

Father’s Day Proclamation.  Further, I stand against the President’s pushing of the 

homosexual agenda, homosexual marriage, and homosexual adoption.  I call upon the 

President, who claims to be a Christian, as a brother in Christ, to retract his Father’s Day 

proclamation (BCNN 2010).   

 

Ironically, although the BCNN challenge was not taken up by black clergy, several months later, 

in August, 2010, more than 70 church leaders, including prominent black pastors TD Jakes (The 

Potter House, South Charleston, West Virginia) and Kirbyjon Caldwell (Windsor Village United 

Methodist Church, Houston, Texas), drafted and signed a letter that sought to depoliticize 

Obama’s religious authenticity:  
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As Christian leaders— whose primary responsibility is sharing the gospel of Jesus Christ 

with our congregations, our communities, and our world— we are deeply troubled by the 

recent questioning of President Obama’s faith. We understand that these are contentious 

times, but the personal faith of our leaders should not be up for public debate.  President 

Obama has been unwavering in confessing Christ as Lord and has spoken often about the 

importance of his Christian faith.  Many of the signees on this letter have prayed and 

worshipped with this President.  We believe that questioning, and especially 

misrepresenting, the faith of a confessing believer goes too far. This is not a political 

issue. The signers of this letter come from different political and ideological 

backgrounds, but we are unified in our belief in Jesus Christ.  As Christian pastors and 

leaders, we believe that fellow Christians need to be an encouragement to those who call 

Christ their savior, not question the veracity of their faith.  Therefore, we urge public 

officials, faith leaders, and the media to offer no further support or airtime to those who 

misrepresent and call into question the President’s Christian faith.  And we join with the 

President in praying that God will continue to bless the United States of America (Eleison 

Group 2010). 

 

Shortly thereafter, in December, 2010, Obama fulfilled a longstanding pledge when Congress 

repealed the Clinton-era “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” policy, which prohibited openly gay personnel 

from serving in the military.   

 Obama’s support of gay marriage was preceded by a number of public statements in 

2011concerning repeal of the Defense of Marriage Act (DOMA), a 1996 federal law that defined 

marriage as between a man and a woman, and provided that states did not have to recognize 

same sex marriages formed in other states.  In a July, 2011 statement, the White House 

announced Obama’s support for Diane Feinstein’s Respect for Marriage Act, which would repeal 

DOMA and enable same sex couples to receive federal benefits: “The president has long called 

for a legislative repeal of the so-called Defense of Marriage Act, which continues to have a real 

impact on the lives of real people, our families, friends, and neighbors” (quoted in Mai-Duc 

2011).  Obama’s endorsement of the Respect for Marriage Act followed an announcement by the 

Department of Justice in February, 2011 that the agency would no longer defend the 

constitutionality of DOMA in court.  DOMA was ultimately ruled unconstitutional in US v. 

Windsor (133 S.Ct. 786 2012) in a slim 5-4 majority that included Obama appointee to the 
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Supreme Court, Sonia Sotomayor.  In his 2015 book Believer, David Axelrod, a former senior 

advisor to Obama, writes that opposition to DOMA was a priority for Obama even before he 

took office, however “opposition to gay marriage was particularly strong in the black church” 

(2015: 447).  After the Court’s ruling on DOMA in 2011, Axelrod notes that:  

The president was chomping at the bit to announce his support for the right of gay and 

lesbian couples to wed—and having watched him struggle with this issue for years, I was 

ready too.  Jim Messina, the campaign manager, was nervous about the impact of such a 

step.  ‘We’ve looked at this and it could cost you a couple of battleground states; North 

Carolina, for one,” he said.  By year’s end, however, Obama was no longer interested in 

analysis.  ‘I just want you guys to know that if a smart reporter asks me how I would vote 

on this if I were still in the state legislature, I’m going to tell the truth.  I would vote yes 

(2015: 447).’ 

 

On May 9, 2012, following the legalization of gay marriage in several states, including 

New York, Maryland and Washington, Obama announced his support for gay marriage during an 

interview with Robin Roberts on “Good Morning America:”     

I have to tell you that over the course of several years as I have talked to friends and 

family and neighbors, when I think about members of my own staff who are in incredibly 

committed monogamous relationships, same-sex relationships, who are raising kids 

together; when I think about those soldiers or airmen or marines or sailors who are out 

there fighting on my behalf and yet feel constrained, even now that 'don't ask, don't tell' is 

gone, because they are not able to commit themselves in a marriage, at a certain point I've 

just concluded that for me personally it is important for me to go ahead and affirm that I 

think same sex couples should be able to get married (Obama 2012).     

 

This announcement occurred amidst endorsements of gay marriage by several prominent 

Democratic Party leaders, including four former Democratic National Committee Chairmen, two 

dozen Democratic senators, House Democratic leader Nancy Pelosi, and Los Angeles Mayor 

Antonio Villairagosa, chair of the 2012 Democratic National Convention.  The president’s 

endorsement of marriage equality was met with a complex range of emotions among black 

church leaders.  Many offered support for Obama’s message, including Reverend Al Sharpton, 

who issued his own statement endorsing the president’s position: “I salute President Obama’s 
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statement today supporting same sex marriage.  This is an important and historic development 

for a sitting President to take such a bold, and I feel correct, position” (Sharpton 2012).  On May 

20, 2012, the NAACP Board of Directors also offered their support for marriage equality with 

the following statement:  

The NAACP Constitution affirmatively states our objective to ensure the political, 

educational, social and economic equality of all people. Therefore, the NAACP has 

opposed and will continue to oppose any national, state, local policy or legislative 

initiative that seeks to codify discrimination or hatred into the law or to remove the 

Constitutional rights of LGBT citizens. We support marriage equality consistent with 

equal protection under the law provided under the Fourteenth Amendment of the United 

States Constitution (NAACP 2012).   

 

 Despite support from some prominent black political elites, Obama’s decision to 

publicly endorse marriage equality was not without consequences for his relationship with 

conservative clergy. Shortly after the announcement, Dwight McKissic, senior pastor at 

Cornerstone Baptist Church (Arlington, Texas) likened the shock over Obama’s announcement 

to the impact of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks:  

President Obama has betrayed the Bible and the Black Church with his endorsement of 

same-sex marriage. The Bible is crystal clear on this subject, and the Black Church 

strongly opposes same-sex marriage. His endorsement is an inadvertent attack on the 

Christian Faith. America is now a candidate for the same judgment received by Sodom 

and Gomorrah. This was a sad, sad day and a very bad decision, by our beloved 

President. The moral impact of this day and decision is equal to the military impact of Al-

Qaeda when they attacked the Twin Towers on 911. Today’s announcement is a moral 

earthquake equivalent to a tsunami or hurricane that will have far more devastating 

results than Katrina (quoted in Chandler 2012). 

 

Bishop Harry Jackson, senior pastor at Hope Christian Church (Beltsville, Maryland) noted: “I 

think the president has been in this place for a while and that he chose this time because he 

thought that it might shift the balance of power.  The timing made me suspect that his motives 

were political, coming out of the North Carolina victory for the traditional marriage groups and 

maybe have people kind of rally around this pro same sex marriage cause” (quoted in Chapman 



71 
 

2012).  Keith Ogden, pastor of the predominantly black Hill Street Baptist Church (Asheville, 

North Carolina), affirms: “I support my president, and love my president, but I think he is wrong.  

He is not God, and he doesn’t speak for all black folk because he is African American” (Cauchon 

2012).   Pastor Jerry McAfee, President of the Minnesota State Baptist Convention, speculated 

that Obama’s decision to endorse gay marriage would cost him votes among black churchgoers 

in the November, 2012 election: “I think he will lose some.  Again, if the Democratic Party 

makes this part of their platform, I know they are going to lose” (quoted in Chapman 2012).  

Other pastors, such as Enoch Fuzz, of Christian Missionary Baptist Church (Nashville, 

Tennessee), felt that Obama’s position would not have a significant impact on black voting in the 

election: “there’s really no better option.  People are not going to go out and vote for Mitt 

Romney” (Cauchon 2012).   

 Even prior to the 2008 election, Obama had begun prioritizing gay rights as both a 

national issue and an issue of contention within the black church. Ultimately, election results 

would vindicate those who projected that Obama’s endorsement of gay marriage would have 

little effect on black electoral support.  Neither blacks generally, nor the black churchgoing 

electorate, exhibited declines in support for Obama in the general election.  Despite polls 

consistently finding that black churchgoers are less supportive of gay rights than other religious 

groups, speculation emerged that popular media had grossly exaggerated the extent to which 

Obama’s gay rights agenda would influence churchgoing voters.  Shortly before the election, for 

example, the Associated Press (AP) wrote an article quoting Reverend Jamal-Harrison Bryant, 

pastor of the Grace Fellowship Church (Brenham, Texas) as follows: “this is the first time in 

black church history that I’m aware of that black pastors have encouraged their parishioners not 

to vote” (Zoll 2013).  The quote that was included in the AP article was from an earlier interview 
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that Reverend Bryant did with the Washington Informer, an African-American weekly based in 

Washington, DC.  After the AP article was published, a controversy emerged regarding its 

accuracy—the original quote from Reverend Bryant is as follows: “This is the first time in black 

church history that I am aware of, that black pastors have encouraged their parishioners not to 

vote.  At the heart of the controversy are pastors who preach on the subject of same-sex 

marriage, of which I am also an opponent.  I am against the president’s policy on the issue, but I 

am not against the President.”  Thus, the AP article, which was subsequently picked up by 

national and international media outlets, portrayed Bryant as against gay marriage and against 

Obama, which was inaccurate.  There was some speculation that such misrepresentations were 

part of a larger phenomenon to demonize the black church as both unanimous and exceptional in 

its homophobia.  Michael Arcenaux (2012) wrote a scathing indictment of the AP’s 

representation of the black church’s position on homosexuality during the 2012 election:  

Not all of us are conservative Christians, and even for those that are, there’s been several 

decades of voting patterns that suggest Blacks will stick with their economic interests to 

guide them at the poll over anything else.  After all, there’s a reason Blacks aren’t 

standing alongside white Evangelicals en masse at GOP conventions.  That said, as 

mainstream publications continue to peddle this theory about gay marriage and the Black 

vote, there is currently a Black pastor actually campaigning for marriage equality in 

Maryland.  What's more, there have been others publicly voicing their support of same-

sex marriage even before Obama declared his personal support of it.  Speaking of 

Obama’s historical moment, his endorsement shifted many people’s opinions, both Black 

and White alike.    

 

 

3.2  The “Obama Effect” on Black Clergy 

By the end of Obama’s first term in office, a significant change had occurred in national 

attitudes on gay rights.  An April, 2012 study by the Pew Research Center on People and the 

Press found that 47 percent of Americans supported marriage equality compared to 31 percent in 

2004 and 39 percent in 2008.  The most striking decrease in opposition was observed among 
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blacks—in 2004, 67 percent of blacks opposed gay marriage (compared to 61 percent of whites) 

and 43 percent strongly opposed gay marriage (compared to 37 percent of whites).  In 2012, 

however, black opposition to gay marriage had decreased substantially (49 percent opposed, 27 

percent of whom were strongly opposed).  Support for gay marriage among blacks also increased 

after Obama took office—from 26 percent in 2008 to 39 percent in 2012.  While whites 

exhibited a modest increase in support, the increase was far less dramatic than among blacks—

from 41 percent in 2008 to 47 percent in 2012 (Pew 2012a).  A post-election survey conducted 

by NAACP found that 50 percent of blacks favored a constitutional amendment guaranteeing 

marriage equality, with only 40 percent opposed (NAACP 2012).  Thus, polling prior to 

Obama’s election that found stable and conservative attitudes toward homosexuality among 

blacks liberalized significantly in just four years.  Figure 3.1, below, tracks changes in public 

opinion on gay marriage from 2001-2012: 
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Figure 3.1: Changing Attitudes on Gay Marriage, 2001-2012 

   

Pew forum on Religion and Public life 2013 

Furthermore, despite projections that Obama’s progressive stance on gay rights would 

cost him votes among blacks or decrease black voter turnout, not only did blacks vote at a higher 

rate than all other minority groups in 2012, according to Pew data released shortly after the 

election, they might have voted at a higher rate than whites for the first time in history.  Ninety-

five percent of black voters supported Obama in the 2012 election, a figure that mirrored his 

support among the black electorate in 2008.  In terms of vote by religious affiliation and race, 95 

percent of black Protestants voted for Obama in 2012, compared to 5 percent for Romney, which 

represents an increase in black Protestant support for Obama from the 2008 election (Pew 

2012b).  Based on these results, either the salience of gay rights as a public policy concern for 

black churchgoers has been overstated by radical clergy and popular media, or Obama’s thought 
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leadership has significantly liberalized the black churchgoing electorate. Whether and how the 

black churchgoing electorate was affected by the evolution of Obama’s support for gay marriage 

is irrelevant to this dissertation; it could be the case that racial solidarity, partisanship, or lack of 

issue saliency relative to economic concerns allowed black voters to compartmentalize (and de-

prioritize) their feelings on Obama’s gay rights agenda. Regardless, this line of inquiry is moot, 

since neither black voter turnout nor support had declined from 2008 to 2012.  The central puzzle 

of this dissertation is the nature and extent to which Obama’s gay rights agenda, and congregant 

support for Obama, serve as contextual cues for clergy discourse on homosexuality in the black 

church.   

 Understanding Obama’s thought leadership on gay rights as a contextual driver of clergy 

behavior presents an intriguing theoretical puzzle.  One of my assumptions, which is grounded in 

the literature on descriptive behavior, is that Obama’s influence is partially derived from 

congregant feelings of racial solidarity with the president.  The association between descriptive 

representation—the solidarity voters feel with candidates sharing similar demographic 

characteristics, has been the subject of longstanding controversy.  Many empirical studies have 

found a positive correlation between descriptive representation and minority political 

participation.  This research suggests that, for marginalized populations, the symbolic effects of 

descriptive representation complement, and in some cases exceed, the importance of policy 

agenda and party affiliation in increasing political efficacy and candidate/incumbent satisfaction 

among voters with shared racial characteristics (Gay 2001).  Bobo and Gilliam (1990) for 

example, find that black voters in cities with black mayors are more likely to participate in 

elections, while Barretto, Segura, and Woods (2004) confirm that living in majority/minority 

legislative districts stimulates minority voter turnout.  As Tate (2001) argues, “descriptive 
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representation remains potently symbolic to blacks today.  It represents their inclusion in the 

polity, the progress achieved in America’s race relations, and their political power in the US 

system” (2001: 626). More generally, even canonical literature on congressional behavior 

supports the argument that incumbents are acutely aware of the role of descriptive representation 

in securing reelection.  Fenno (1978) cites the lengths to which members of Congress go in an 

attempt to seek a secure personal connection with constituents by highlighting shared racial 

characteristics, while Popkin (1991) emphasizes that demographics provide voters with low-

information heuristics that are relied on in lieu of more detailed information on public policy and 

voting records.  Thus, the assumption that black voter attitudes and behavior are shaped by 

shared racial characteristics with Obama (or the perception of racial solidarity with Obama) is 

entirely reasonable.  

Another assumption I make is that in-group role models play a substantial role in shaping 

issue salience.  Although there is a wealth of political science research on issue salience 

(Wlezien 2005; Jones 1994; Miller et. al. 1976; RePass 1971), very little work has been done on 

how black in-group role models affect the importance of public policy issues among voters or 

attitudes on controversial political issues.  Social learning theory, which holds that behavior is 

learned by imitating influential models (Sims & Manz 1982) provides the most useful framework 

for theorizing the effects of role models on black political attitudes.  Role modeling may be 

conceptualized as “the emulation of a peer, parent, or public figure…restricted to limited 

segments of their behavior and values” (Merton 1949: 357).  Scholars agree that role models can 

have significant impacts on socialization if they are understood as competent, perceived as an in-

group member, and if the role model’s record of success is readily and explicitly available 

(Buunk, Peiro & Griffioen 2007; Lockwood 2006; Marx, Stapel & Muller 2005).  While most 
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scholarship on role models has been generated in the fields of psychology, education, human 

resource management, and organizational behavior, with the election of Obama as the nation’s 

first black president, greater attention has been paid to the influence of in-group role models on 

political behavior.   

The historic nature of Obama’s candidacy and election led many commentators in 

popular media to speculate on his impact as a prominent black role model (Smith 2009; Reyes 

2008; Gomstyn 2008; Miller 2008; Pitts 2008).   While Obama’s status as a role model seemed 

clear (even prior to his presidential campaign), there was little concrete evidence of a unique 

behavioral effect until Marx, Ko, and Friedman’s (2009) work on how Obama’s campaign 

affected black academic performance.  Using an experimental design measuring performance on 

a verbal exam before, during, and after the campaign, they found a significant and positive 

correlation between exposure to major events in the campaign and academic performance among 

black participants.  Black participants who did not watch Obama’s convention speech were 

outperformed by whites on the exam; for black participants who did watch the convention 

speech, their performance was not significantly different than whites.  The rationale for this 

effect is that Obama’s stereotype-defying accomplishments during the election inspired black 

participants to boost exam performance, and reduced stereotype threat among black participants 

(concern that poor academic performance would be attributed to their race).   

The “Obama Effect” on black populations is unique for several reasons.  First, unlike 

previous research focusing on long-term impacts of role model exposure, the intensity and 

magnitude of the behavioral response found in Marx, Ko, and Friedman’s study was observable 

immediately following major campaign events.  This suggests that Obama might have the 

capacity to significantly affect in-group attitudes and behavior in the short-term, which could 
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partially account for the dramatic change in black attitudes on gay rights from 2008-2012.  Social 

learning theory suggests black congregants would emulate prominent in-group role models such 

as Obama and the black preacher when structuring political and moral beliefs.  Black in-group 

role models establish the boundaries of acceptable political and moral discourse, as well as 

provide voters with a low-information heuristic (racial solidarity) to base decisions on.  Thus, 

there has been speculation that, as Obama liberalized his position on gay rights (culminating in 

his endorsement of marriage equality in 2012), blacks emulated his behavior and either 

liberalized their own positions or deprioritized the salience of gay rights on Election Day.   

Many scholars, however, have advocated caution in interpreting the nature and 

magnitude of the “Obama Effect.” Aronson et. al. (2009) performed an experiment seeking to 

replicate the findings of Marx, Ko, and Friedman.  In their study, Aronson et. al exposed a group 

of 119 undergraduate students to surveys designed to evoke the positive qualities of Obama or 

John McCain.  Survey respondents were then asked to take a 24-question section of the Medical 

College Admissions Test (MCAT).  The results contradicted Marx, Ko, and Friedman’ 

findings—white students answered a median of 18.7 questions correctly, while black students 

answered a median of 14 questions correctly.    

Clearly, research on the “Obama Effect,” (if there is an “Obama Effect”) is in its infancy 

and requires further development.  Some claim that looking for an “Obama Effect” is a 

disingenuous way to avoid discussions of larger public policy concerns affecting black 

communities.  In the case of Marx, Ko, and Friedman, they were looking for an “Obama Effect” 

that would essentially close the achievement gap between whites and blacks in education.  Apart 

from citing several weaknesses in the quality of the data Marx, Ko, and Friedman rely on, 

Rasheed (2009), writing in The Nation, raises a larger concern with the “Obama Effect:”   
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Perhaps society wants to believe that there’s an easy magic “quick fix” solution to big 

issues rather than engage in the hard work necessary to achieve educational equality.  We 

need to believe in an Obama Effect because it relieves of us of responsibility and even 

guilt.  But this is a dark and seductive road that leads to reductionist thinking and shallow 

policy discussions.  If only the factors stifling the academic achievement of Black 

children are the lack of in-group role models and self-motivation, and Obama fills both 

voids, then this talk of education reform seems extraneous.  Obama needn’t bother with 

education reform programs and instead should install speakers throughout urban schools 

that ritualistically recite his name during state testing!  More than hasty science and 

irresponsible conclusions, the Obama Effect reflects not only lazy education policy but 

the larger discourse of what to do with a seemingly unresponsive “Black America.”        

 

The truth of the “Obama Effect” is, most likely, somewhere between Rasheed’s position and the 

position of Marx, Ko, and Friedman.  While Marx, Ko, and Friedman are too eager to find a 

“quick fix” in the “Obama Effect,” Rasheed ignores the fact that in-group role models do 

influence behavior (either consciously or unconsciously) and that attitudes on some policy 

issues, such as gay rights, seem to have liberalized in tandem with changes in Obama’s policy 

agenda.   

 This chapter demonstrates how the relationship between the black church and the 

presidency changed with the election of Obama as a competing in-group political role model for 

black clergy.  Although Obama’s increasingly progressive gay rights agenda had little or no 

outcome on voter support, the question of whether his agenda affected discourse around gay 

rights in the black church remains unanswered.  In Chapter 4, I present a more in-depth 

discussion of my empirical findings, which suggest that, rather than prompting a negative 

counterreaction among black church leadership, pastors took great efforts to publicly distinguish 

between their religious and secular rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights agenda.  This strategy of 

political compartmentalization allowed pastors to preserve socially conservative beliefs on gay 

rights while pivoting toward non-controversial aspects of Obama’s social justice agenda.    
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CHAPTER FOUR 

AN ANALYSIS OF THE INTENSITY OF BLACK CLERGY SPEECH ON GAY RIGHTS 

 

“No church group is monolithic…Some were powerfully agitated and disappointed.  Others were 

curious—why now?  To what end?  Others were hurt.  And others, to be honest, told me its not 

an issue and they don’t have a problem with it…What you’ve seen in the black community in the 

wake of Obama’s decision and then ours is that people actually stop and think about it intensely 

and in clear terms about what are the rights of religions versus the responsibilities of 

government.”  

 

-Bishop Timothy Clarke, First Church of God, Columbus, Ohio  

 

4.1 Overview: Assessing the “Better Safe than Sorry” Strategy 

In Chapters 2 and 3, I described the postbellum emergence of the black pastor as a unique in-

group alternative to secular political role models.  I also outlined the relationship of the black 

church to the American presidency, arguing that, over the course of the last three presidential 

administrations, the black pastor assumed a key political brokerage role—on the one hand, 

representing the policy interests of black faith-based communities to the presidency, and, on the 

other, brokering support among congregants for the president’s public policy agenda.  In the case 

of Clinton, his rhetorical style and attitudinal alignment with blacks on several key social policy 

issues allowed him to assume unprecedented support among black voters.  Conversely, while 

Bush maintained attitudinal alignment with churchgoing blacks on a number of social regulatory 

issues, his administration’s response to Hurricane Katrina, and misunderstanding of how political 

support is maintained within the black church, caused him to lose black voter support by the end 

of his second term.  Finally, Obama has presented black church leadership with the conundrum 

of negotiating tensions between overall political commitment, and spiritual repudiation of his 

gay rights agenda.  
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The subject of this dissertation is how black church leadership have publicly 

distinguished their condemnation of Obama’s progressive gay rights agenda while maintaining 

overall support for Obama as a presidential candidate.  I conceptualize this rhetorical strategy as 

a unique manifestation of psychological compartmentalization.  Although belief 

compartmentalization has rarely been applied to the study of political phenomena, the field of 

behavioral psychology has generated a substantial literature on compartmentalization as a means 

of balancing positive and negative self-knowledge:  

the psychological phenomenon of “splitting” the self into distinctly positive and negative 

aspects (the good me vs. the bad me) is said to be an important defensive mechanism for 

coping with negative experience and negative knowledge about the self.  From a 

psychodynamic point of view, the splitting of the good me and the bad me facilitates the 

repression of negative experience. From an information processing perspective, 

compartmentalized categorization of positive and negative information may help to limit 

the accessibility of negative knowledge. Moreover, each category or self-aspect may be 

evaluated as more or less important; namely, more or less central to the self as a whole. 

When a negative category is perceived to be low in importance, the individual may be 

able to avoid the situations or experiences that would activate that category. (Showers 

1992: 1037).   

 

My central argument is that only the black pastor, with distinctive prominence as a longstanding 

in-group role model, could effectively compartmentalize negative perceptions of Obama’s gay 

rights agenda from other aspects of his public policy agenda. The two alternative strategies to 

compartmentalization are clear—either clergy can go “all in” and strongly support or oppose 

Obama’s gay rights agenda, or they can remain neutral and avoid discussing his gay rights 

agenda in public altogether.  With regard to strong support or opposition, my findings suggest 

that these strategies were only employed by a small fraction of respondents.  Those who strongly 

opposed tended to belong to denominations with a consistent record of fervent opposition to gay 

rights, and those who strongly supported gay rights tended to belong to denominations with 

strong Democratic party affiliation.  This is not to say denomination is the only factor shaping a 
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pastor’s rhetorical strategy around Obama’s gay rights agenda, but that clergy who go “all in” 

tend to be absolutely confident they have a receptive audience in their congregations.  Avoiding 

discussion of Obama’s gay rights agenda altogether is also an unlikely strategy, insofar as clergy 

who remain silent risk the perception they tacitly approve of Obama’s beliefs, or, of graver 

concern, risk congregants losing faith in their status as a thought leader on social issues (that they 

are somehow not educated or lack the spiritual clarity to guide belief on homosexuality).  Yet 

another alternative to the narrative I am suggesting is that the shift in clergy rhetorical strategy 

on gay rights occurred independently of the liberalization of Obama’s beliefs on gay rights.  

While this may seem reasonable given movements to promote tolerance of homosexuality within 

the black church, for this explanation to gain traction, I would expect to find no active 

canvassing of congregant attitudes toward Obama’s gay rights agenda in the clergy decision-

making process.  This, however, is not the case—my survey findings suggest clergy actively 

assess congregant attitudes toward Obama’s gay rights agenda when framing their rhetorical 

strategy on gay rights.  The upshot is that, while some clergy may have attempted to assert 

thought leadership by claiming independence from Obama’s gay rights agenda, confrontation 

with Obama’s agenda was virtually impossible for them to avoid.         

 This chapter presents descriptive, bivariate, and multivariate analyses to assess 

sociodemographic, contextual, and ideological cues shaping the intensity of black clergy speech 

on gay rights.  Here, I am assuming rhetoric is the most powerful device available to clergy for 

animating activism and shaping congregant beliefs.  I discuss my hypotheses and justify the 

dependent and independent variables involved in my analyses, describe data collection/sample 

composition, and present empirical findings.  
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To understand the dynamics of compartmentalization in the black church, I initially 

sought to establish that pastors were, in fact, discussing Obama’s gay rights agenda in public 

(either while preaching or in informal conversations with congregants).  Although unlikely given 

Obama’s standing as an in-group role model (and the visibility of his changing views on gay 

rights), it is possible, for example, that pastors would refrain from discussing his gay rights 

agenda to avoid potential sanctions.  Regardless, choosing a rhetorical strategy for discussing 

Obama’s position on gay rights is critically important for black clergy (relative to mainline white 

clergy) due to the amount of in-group status traditionally invested in church leadership. I 

hypothesized that the nature and degree of compartmentalization among clergy would vary 

according to a range of sociodemographic, contextual, and ideological cues.  As a result, the 

initial stage of my research design focused on ascertaining who was discussing Obama’s gay 

rights agenda with their congregants, as well as the intensity of their discourse.   

 Overall, my findings suggest that the intensity of black clergy discourse on Obama’s gay 

rights agenda is strongly associated with denomination (particularly respondent perception of 

their national conference’s position on Obama’s gay rights agenda), education level, gender, 

perception of congregational attitudes toward Obama’s positions on gay rights, and the degree to 

which a respondent’s personal beliefs on gay rights are aligned with Obama’s beliefs.  Some of 

these findings, particularly those on education level and gender, are consistent with previous 

scholarship on attitudes toward gay rights, insofar as respondents identifying as well-educated 

and female exhibited higher intensity of support for Obama’s gay rights agenda in public.  In this 

sense, the attitudes toward gay rights observed within some black clergy subgroups are 

consistent with non-clergy beliefs, calling into question the claims of radical homophobia among 

black clergy asserted by many scholars, popular media, and conservative clergy.  My findings on 
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denomination and personal beliefs, however, force a reconsideration of two prominent 

contentions regarding the black church—that the church is entering a “post-denominational” era, 

where denomination is irrelevant to influencing clergy behavior, and that clergy personal beliefs 

are perfectly correlated with actual political behavior.  Finally, the importance of respondent 

perception of congregant attitudes underscores the mutually reinforcing role of 

sociodemographic, ideological, and contextual cues in decision-making, and suggests that clergy 

actively and continuously monitor congregant political attitudes when shaping public discourse. 

 

4.2 Survey Design and Hypotheses 

In order to analyze cues shaping black clergy discourse on gay rights, this study relies on 

self-administered survey and telephone interview data.  Since no surveys had previously been 

conducted on this subject, I designed and implemented an original national survey of black 

pastors.  To develop the survey sample, I contracted with a commercial provider of church 

mailing lists, infoUSA; mailing lists maintained by infoUSA are updated, cleaned for duplicate 

addresses, and telephone-verified on a monthly basis.  Out of an estimated 50,000 churches 

falling into the six denominations of the black church, infoUSA had contact information for 

senior clergy at 8,756 churches (17.5 percent).  From this sampling frame, a simple random 

sample of 1,500 clergy were selected by random number generator to receive surveys, with a 

theoretical margin of error of ±2.5 percent.  No oversampling strategy was applied when 

developing the list of respondents (see Appendices A and B for questionnaire and codebook).   

 A total of 115 completed questionnaires were returned, yielding a response rate of 7.6 

percent.  Note that two problematic cases were removed prior to statistical analysis—these cases 

exhibited diametrically opposed responses on the dependent variable that were anomalous 
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relative to other respondents (in these cases, respondents indicated strong support for Obama’s 

gay rights agenda when preaching, but strong opposition during informal conversation).  I treated 

these anomalies as misinterpretations of survey items and made the subjective judgment to 

remove them from analyses (removing these cases did not have a significant impact on either 

bivariate or multivariate analyses).  Although the response rate I obtained was consistent with 

previous national surveys of black clergy, the small-n sample I was working with could 

admittedly be shaped by response bias.  Specifically, clergy who participated in this study might 

have represented a segment of the clergy population for whom gay rights was a particularly 

salient issue, or who had strong opinions on Obama’s gay rights agenda.  There is really no way 

to avoid this kind of bias in survey research utilizing self-reported data, but this is certainly a 

caveat worth keeping in mind when contemplating the representativeness of the data used in this 

study.     

 The variable of interest assessed by the questionnaire was intensity of clergy opposition 

to, or support of, Obama’s gay rights agenda in public (while preaching) or in informal 

conversations with congregants (questions 11a+11b)
2
.  For each question concerning the 

dependent variable, I asked respondents to report on the emotional intensity of their rhetoric on 

Obama’s gay rights agenda on a scale of 1 (strongly opposed) to 5 (strongly support).  I used a 

similar 1 through 5 Likert scale for all other questions in the survey.  Scores at the midpoint of 

this scale suggest that respondents are either neutral, do not know, or that they do not discuss 

issues probed in a particular item with congregants.  Note that, for some analyses, I 

disaggregated responses to questions 11a and 11b in order to probe differences between 

                                                           
2
 To ensure internal consistency and justify creating a single additive dependent variable, I performed both cross-

tabulation and calculated a kappa statistic for responses to items 11a and 11b.  The kappa statistic was .72, which 

indicates a high degree of correlation between responses to items 11a and 11b (there was not a significant difference 

between those who opposed/supported Obama’s gay rights agenda in public and in informal discourse).   
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supporting or opposing Obama’s gay rights agenda while preaching, as opposed to during 

informal conversations with congregants.  For most analyses, however, the dependent variable is 

an additive variable (sum of responses 11a and 11b).  Thus, scores for this variable range from 1 

(strongly oppose in public) to 10 (strongly support in public), with scores at the midpoint of this 

scale indicating neutrality, or no discussion of issues in public.  To ensure respondents had a 

common understanding of Obama’s positions on gay rights, I defined his gay rights agenda as 

including the following positions:  

1.  Supporting gay marriage 

2.  Repealing the military’s “don’t ask, don’t tell” policy 

3.  Allowing gay and lesbian adoptions.   

4.  Prohibiting faith-based organizations from receiving federal funding from 

discriminating against gays and lesbians in hiring  

5.  Including crimes against gays and lesbians in federal hate crimes legislation 

  

A number of previous studies have documented sociodemographic factors shaping 

attitudes and behavior on gay rights (Hicks and Lee 2006; Brewer and Wilcox 2005; Yang 

1997).  Research on attitudes toward homosexuals and homosexuality suggests that those who 

are younger, female, more educated, liberal, less religious, and Democrats hold more favorable 

attitudes on gay rights (Hicks and Lee 2006; Brumbaugh et. al. 2008; Campbell and Monson 

2008; Lewis and Gossett 2008; Lewis 2003; Herek 2002; Herek and Capitanio 1999).  Items 

such as age, gender, education, and partisanship were therefore included in the survey as 

predictor variables.  Denomination was included to account for both differences in attitudes 

toward gay rights, as well as the partisan orientation of some denominations—members of the 

American Methodist Episcopal Church, for example, have been found to lean heavily 
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Democratic (Pew 2013), and this partisanship suggests that AME clergy might be more likely to 

support Obama in public than clergy from other denominations.  I therefore established several 

hypotheses and sub-hypotheses related to sociodemographic cues: 

H1 Intensity of black clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights agenda is 

associated with the sociodemographic characteristics of clergy.   
H1b Intensity of black clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights 

agenda is associated with clergy age (older clergy will exhibit more 

intensity of opposition/younger clergy will exhibit more intensity of 

support). 

H1c Intensity of black clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights 

agenda is associated with education level (less-educated clergy will 

exhibit more intensity of opposition/more educated clergy will exhibit 

more intensity of support).   

H1d Intensity of black clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights 

agenda is associated with partisanship (clergy identifying as stronger 

Republican partisans will exhibit more intensity of opposition/clergy 

identifying as stronger Democratic partisans will exhibit more intensity of 

support).   

H1e Intensity of black clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights 

agenda is associated with denomination (clergy from denominations 

exhibiting more public conservatism on gay rights, such as COGIC, will 

exhibit more intensity of opposition).   

H1f Intensity of black clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights 

agenda is associated with clergy gender (female clergy will exhibit more 

public support for Obama’s gay rights agenda, while male clergy will 

exhibit more public opposition).   

 

I also included several questions to account for risk perception—because going public on 

the wrong side of the gay rights issue (or Obama) has the potential to alienate congregants, 

clergy assume some degree of risk when opposing or supporting Obama’s gay rights agenda in 

public.  Factors that theoretically might affect risk perception include congregation size (the 

larger the congregation, the higher the stakes associated with speaking out), and whether a pastor 

receives a salary from their congregation (those receiving a salary might perceive a financial 

disincentive to speaking out on controversial issues), both of which are treated as predictor 

variables (questions 5 and 7). The next set of questions dealt with a pastor’s perception of 
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constituent attitudes, including perception of their congregation’s support of, or opposition to, 

Obama’s gay rights agenda, the position of the denomination’s national conference on Obama’s 

beliefs on gay rights, racial solidarity of the congregation with Obama, and the importance 

congregations place on Obama’s gay rights agenda relative to his overall political agenda 

(questions 11c-12c).  The rationale for adding these items was my speculation (consistent with 

Calfano’s reference group cue theory) that intensity of opposition or support is associated with a 

pastor’s perception of their congregation’s alignment with Obama’s beliefs.  If a pastor perceives 

that the beliefs of their congregations are aligned with Obama’s beliefs, or that their 

congregation’s support for Obama out of racial solidarity trumps considerations of his issue 

agenda, they might choose not to convey potentially controversial beliefs in public.  Finally, I 

included an item that asked whether respondents had ever been concerned that opposing or 

supporting Obama’s gay rights agenda in public might cause them to lose credibility among 

congregants, other clergy, or their denomination’s national conference.  From these items, 

several hypotheses related to contextual risk perception were established: 
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H2 Intensity of black clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights agenda is 

associated with contextual risk perception. 

H2b   Intensity of black clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights 

agenda is associated with congregation size (pastors leading larger 

congregations will exhibit less intensity of opposition or support 

than those leading smaller congregations).   

H2c Intensity of black clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights 

agenda is associated with receiving a salary (pastors receiving a 

salary will exhibit less intensity of opposition or support than those 

not receiving a salary).   

H2d Intensity of black clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights 

agenda is associated with their perception of their congregation’s 

overall support for Obama (pastors who perceive strong overall 

congregational support for Obama will exhibit more intensity of 

support for his gay rights agenda in public).   

H2e Intensity of black clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights 

agenda is associated with their perception of whether their 

congregation’s attitudes are aligned with Obama’s gay rights 

agenda (pastors who perceive opposition will exhibit more 

intensity of opposition, and pastors who perceive support will 

exhibit more intensity of support for his gay rights agenda in 

public).   

H2f Intensity of black clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights 

agenda is associated with their perception of their national 

conference’s position on Obama’s gay rights agenda (pastors 

perceiving opposition from their denomination will exhibit more 

intensity of opposition, and pastors who perceive support from 

their denomination will exhibit more intensity of support).   

H2g Intensity of black clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights 

agenda is associated with their perception of their congregation’s 

racial solidarity with Obama. (pastors perceiving racial solidarity 

with Obama among congregants will either remain neutral or 

exhibit more intensity of support).   

H2h Intensity of black clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights 

agenda is associated with their perception of how congregants 

balance their attitudes toward Obama’s positions on gay rights 

with their attitudes toward his overall agenda (pastors perceiving 

that congregants prioritize his overall political agenda will exhibit 

more intensity of support).   

H2i Intensity of clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights agenda is 

associated with whether they have been concerned that voicing 

opposition to, or supporting Obama’s gay rights agenda in public 

would alienate them or cause them to lose credibility among 

congregants, other clergy, or their national conference.  
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My final set of questions dealt with the voting behavior and attitudes of pastors, including 

whether the pastor voted for Obama in the 2008 election, whether they were planning to vote for 

Obama in the 2012 election, whether their decision on whether or not to vote for Obama in 2012 

was related to changes in his position on gay rights since 2008, and the extent to which their 

personal beliefs on gay rights align with Obama’s.  I also included several items related to 

general beliefs on the educative role of pastors, whether respondents understood scripture as the 

literal word of God, and whether they saw parallels between the gay rights movement and the 

black civil rights movement.  The following hypotheses were established based on items 

assessing clergy voting behavior and attitudes: 
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H3:  Intensity of black clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights agenda is 

associated with clergy political behavior and attitudes. 
H3b: Intensity of clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights agenda is 

associated with whether they voted for him 2008 and planned to 

vote for him in 2012 (clergy who voted for Obama in 2008 and 

planned to vote for him in 2012 will exhibit more intensity of 

support) 

H3c: Intensity of clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights agenda is 

associated with whether their decision to vote for Obama in 2012 

was related to changes in Obama’s positions on gay rights since 

2008.  

H3d:  Intensity of clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights agenda is 

associated with the alignment of their personal beliefs on gay 

rights with Obama’s beliefs.  

H3e: Intensity of clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights agenda is 

associated with their beliefs on the educative role of pastors (those 

who endorse an educative role will exhibit more intensity of 

opposition or support).   

H3f: Intensity of clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights agenda is 

associated with their beliefs on scriptural literalism (those with 

stronger literalist beliefs will exhibit more intensity of opposition).    

H3g:  Intensity of clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights agenda is 

associated with their perception of whether Obama’s position on 

gay rights weakens his authenticity as a Christian (those who 

strongly support this claim will exhibit more intensity of 

opposition).   

H3h:  Intensity of clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights agenda is 

associated with their perception of whether the gay rights 

movement parallels the black civil rights movement (those who 

strongly disagree that there are parallels between both movements 

will be more likely to oppose Obama’s gay rights agenda in 

public).   
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4.3  Survey Response Profile and General Descriptive Findings 

 African Methodist Episcopal, Church of God in Christ, and National Baptist Convention 

clergy constituted the largest share of survey respondents.  Figure 4.1, below, indicates the 

percentage of respondents from each denomination.   

Figure 4.1:  Percentage of Survey Respondents by Denomination 

 

Despite the apparent biases in denominational representation among respondents, the distribution 

in Figure 4.1 approximates the actual distribution of congregants across the six denominations of 

the black church.  This distribution also matches the distribution across denominations found in 

other surveys, indicating the sample in this study is fairly representative on this dimension.   

 Respondents were overwhelmingly male (90 percent), older (86 percent were 45 and 

older), more experienced (86 percent had been members of the clergy for 16 or more years) and 

more educated (87 percent had undergraduate, graduate, or terminal degrees).  Politically, 83 

percent of respondents leaned Democratic, while 16 percent leaned Republican.  Notably, 76 

percent of respondents claimed they were strong partisans, which informed my decision to 
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include party affiliation as a predictor variable in both bivariate and multivariate analyses.  

Figure 4.2, below, illustrates descriptive statistics for survey respondents regarding the intensity 

of their preaching on Obama’s gay rights agenda.   

Figure 4.2: Intensity of Preaching on Obama’s Gay Rights Agenda in Public 

 

Clearly, there is evidence of stronger public opposition by clergy to Obama’s gay rights agenda.  

However, 18 percent indicated they had strongly supported Obama’s gay rights agenda in 

informal conversations with congregants (as opposed to 12 percent while preaching), which 

suggests clergy are more sensitive to the wider impact (and greater risk) of support while 

preaching.  Furthermore, approximately 23 percent expressed concern that either opposing or 

supporting Obama’s gay rights agenda in public would cause them to lose credibility among 

congregants.  Overall, descriptive data on the dependent variable indicates greater intensity, or 

likelihood, of opposition toward Obama’s gay rights agenda in public (mean=2.628).   

 With regard to perceptual items, respondents were relatively noncommittal concerning 

their congregation’s overall support for Obama.  The mean response to question 11c was 3.351 
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(out of 5) which suggests a perception of moderate support.  However, when specifically asked 

about their perception of congregational and national conference support for Obama’s gay rights 

agenda, respondents felt that both were more opposed than supportive.  Respondents also felt 

their congregations supported Obama based on his overall political agenda, rather than out of 

feelings of racial solidarity.  However, a mean score of 3.278 on question 12a, which probed 

respondent perception of how congregants balance Obama’s gay rights agenda with feelings of 

racial solidarity, suggests ambivalence on this subject.  This does not indicate that respondents 

are indifferent on this issue, but that they do not have a good sense of whether congregants 

support Obama out of racial solidarity despite his gay rights agenda.   

 In terms of voting behavior and the personal attitudes of respondents, 96 percent had 

voted for Obama in 2008, a figure which declined to 90 percent when asked whether they would 

vote for Obama in the 2012 election.
3
  However, only 15 percent said their decision on whether 

or not to vote for Obama in 2012 was based on changes in his position on gay rights—this 

despite a majority of respondents (65 percent) maintaining their personal beliefs on gay rights 

either moderately or strongly conflicted with the president’s beliefs.  Half of respondents felt that 

Obama’s gay rights advocacy did not weaken his authenticity as a Christian, while 39 percent 

either somewhat or strongly believed that it did.  Finally, corroborating previous studies of the 

political character of black clergy, a majority (89 percent) affirmed they felt it was the role of 

pastors to educate congregants on issues that might be contrary to their faith.  A strong majority 

(75 percent) also disagreed that there are parallels between the black civil rights movement of the 

1950s and 1960s and the gay rights movement. 

 

 

                                                           
3
 Note this survey was distributed in the summer of 2012, several months prior to the election. 
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4.4 Descriptive Statistics, Sociodemographic Factors 

 Descriptive statistics on the relationship between demographic attributes and the 

dependent variable yielded several insights relevant to understanding black clergy speech on 

Obama’s gay rights agenda. First, as Figure 4.3 below, illustrates, there are clear distinctions in 

the intensity of clergy discourse on gay rights across denominations:  

Figure 4.3: Mean Intensity Score by Denomination 

  

ANOVA testing (see Appendix C for tables) found a statistically significant difference in mean 

intensity score across denominations, which supports H1e (intensity of clergy rhetoric on gay 

rights is associated with denomination).  To confirm these results, I performed a post-hoc 

multiple comparison test, and found statistically significant differences in means between 

denominations exhibiting high intensity scores (Progressive National Baptist Convention and 

American Methodist Episcopal) and those exhibiting low intensity scores (Christian Methodist 

Episcopal and Church of God in Christ).   
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 With regard to gender, although the number of women responding to the survey was 

small (n=11), female respondents exhibited higher mean intensity scores overall (7.2) than male 

respondents (5.2), as well as a much higher upper bound (8.6, compared to 5.7 for male 

respondents).  Furthermore, ANOVA testing (see Appendix C for tables) confirmed a 

statistically significant difference in mean intensity score by gender.  Although low response 

among female respondents makes it difficult to generalize these findings, this data does support  

H1f (intensity of clergy rhetoric around Obama’s gay rights agenda is associated with gender).   

 Previous studies have found a positive correlation between education level and attitudes 

toward gay rights (Bowman and O’Keefe 2004).  I therefore explored the association between 

the highest degree a respondent had obtained and intensity score.  As Figure 4.4, below, 

illustrates, respondents with higher degrees (either Master’s or terminal degrees) exhibited higher 

intensity scores (more public support for Obama’s gay rights agenda) than those with high school 

or lower and Associate’s/Bachelor’s degrees.  
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Figure 4.4: Mean Intensity Score by Education Level 

  

Note that respondents in the “Terminal Degree” category included those with a wide range of 

terminal degrees.
4
  ANOVA testing (see Appendix C for tables) suggested that, while there is no 

statistically significant difference in means by education level at the 5 percent significance level, 

if a higher level of significance is applied (10 percent), there is a borderline statistically 

significant difference in means.  This finding lends some support to H1c (clergy with more 

education are more supportive of Obama’s gay rights agenda in public than those with less 

education).   

 Of the sociodemographic cues probed in my analysis, only H1c (education), H1e 

(denomination) and H1f (gender) were supported by descriptive data.  None of the other 

sociodemographic factors I analyzed (age and partisanship) yielded significant insight into the 

dependent variable.  With regard to respondent age, while the youngest cohort (18-44) 

                                                           
4
 Terminal degrees referenced in this response include PhD., LIT, SCD, DFA, DLIT, DPH, DPHIL, JSC, SJD, LLB, 

JD, MD, DDS, DVM, MVSA, DSC, DO, JDC, STD, THD, DMin. 
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predictably exhibited a higher mean intensity score than older cohorts (consistent with previous 

scholarship on the association between age and attitudes toward gay rights), the difference in 

means across age cohorts was not significant (confirmed by ANOVA testing—see Appendix C 

for tables).  Surprisingly, partisanship was not strongly associated with intensity score—while I 

expected respondents identifying as Democrats to yield higher intensity scores, the mean 

intensity score for Democrats was only 5.75, while the mean score for Republican respondents 

was 5.00.  Those identifying as independents or “other party” exhibited lower intensity scores 

(3.7 for independents, 2.5 for “other party).  ANOVA testing (see Appendix C for tables) 

confirmed that there was no statistically significant difference in means by party identification.   
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4.5 Descriptive Statistics, Contextual Risk Factors  

 After confirming the significance of several sociodemographic factors shaping clergy 

discourse on Obama’s gay rights agenda, I analyzed the role of contextual risk perception.  With 

regard to H2c (that receiving a salary from their congregation would make clergy more averse to 

speaking out in support of, or opposition to, Obama), descriptive data suggests that those who do 

not receive a salary oppose Obama in public more than those who do receive a salary (see Figure 

4.5, below).  

Figure 4.5: Mean Intensity Score by Whether Pastor Receives a Salary 

 

While these data might indicate that clergy who do not receive a salary perceive less risk in 

opposing Obama (and potentially alienating pro-Obama congregants), ANOVA testing (see 

Appendix C for tables) found no statistically significant difference in means across both groups 

of respondents.   

 The next set of analyses I performed assessed clergy perceptions of their congregation’s 

support for Obama.  First, I analyzed clergy perception of their congregation’s overall support 
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for Obama, hypothesizing that clergy who perceived stronger overall congregational support for 

Obama would be less inclined to speak out against him in public.  As Figure 4.6, below, 

illustrates, descriptive data supports the hypothesis that those who perceive more overall 

congregational opposition to Obama will be more inclined to strongly oppose his gay rights 

agenda in public.   

 Figure 4.6: Mean Intensity Score by Perception of Congregation Opposition to Obama 

  

ANOVA testing, however, did not confirm a statistically significant difference in means between 

groups at the five percent significance level (see Appendix C for tables).  However, at the ten 

percent significance level, ANOVA testing did find a statistically significant difference in means, 

which provides partial support for H2d.    

 I then probed whether there was an association between a pastor’s perception of 

congregational opposition to Obama’s gay rights agenda and intensity score.  As in my analysis 

of H2d, I hypothesized that those clergy who perceived strong opposition to Obama’s gay rights 

agenda among congregants would exhibit lower intensity scores. As Figure 4.7, below, 
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illustrates, descriptive data suggests a strong association between perception of congregant 

attitudes toward Obama’s gay rights agenda and the intensity of clergy opposition or support 

(respondents who perceived stronger congregational opposition were more likely to oppose 

Obama in public).   

Figure 4.7: Mean Intensity Score by Perception of Congregation Opposition to Obama’s 

Gay Rights Agenda 

 

 

ANOVA testing (see Appendix C for tables) confirmed a statistically significant difference in 

means across groups at the five percent significance level, which reinforces support for H2e.   

 Next, I evaluated whether there is an association between a pastor’s perception of their 

national congregation’s position on Obama’s gay rights agenda and the intensity of their 

discourse on his beliefs concerning the expansion of gay rights.  My hypothesis was that clergy 

who perceived that their national conference leadership supported Obama’s position would 

exhibit higher intensity scores than those who perceived their national conference leadership 

opposed Obama.  Data presented in Figure 4.8, below, validates this hypothesis (H2f):  
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Figure 4.8: Mean Intensity Score by Perception of National Conference Support for 

Obama’s Gay Rights Agenda 

 

ANOVA testing (see Appendix C for tables) indicated a statistically significant difference in 

means across groups at the five percent significance level.   

The final perceptual factor identified as significant through descriptive statistics was 

whether clergy reported having ever been concerned that voicing opposition to, or supporting, 

Obama’s gay rights agenda in public, would alienate them or cause them to lose credibility 

among congregants, other clergy, or their denomination’s national conference. Here, I 

hypothesized that clergy who had not been concerned about going public on the wrong side of 

Obama’s gay rights agenda would exhibit lower intensity scores than those who had expressed 

concern. As Figure 4.9, below, suggests, those who had not expressed concerns regarding loss of 

credibility exhibited a lower mean intensity score than those who were concerned about loss of 

credibility.   
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Figure 4.9: Mean Intensity Score by Concern for Loss of Credibility  

 

ANOVA testing confirmed a statistically significant difference in the means of both groups at the 

five percent significance level, confirming H2i (see Appendix C for tables).   

 

4.6 Descriptive Statistics, Clergy Political Behavior and Attitudes 

 Analysis of descriptive data on clergy political behavior and attitudes yielded several 

relevant findings.  First, with regard to H3b and H3c, my findings suggest that those who did not 

vote for Obama in 2008, and did not plan to vote for Obama in 2012, were much more likely to 

oppose Obama in public than respondents indicating support for Obama across both elections. 

Those who did not vote for Obama in 2008 exhibited a mean intensity score of 3.6, compared to 

5.6 for those who did vote for Obama.  Likewise, those who did not plan on voting for Obama in 

2012 exhibited a mean intensity score of 4.2, compared to 5.6 for those who did plan on voting 

for him.  Furthermore, respondents who asserted their 2012 vote was based on changes in 

Obama’s position on gay rights since 2008 exhibited a much lower mean intensity score (3.7) 
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compared with respondents who were indifferent to these changes (5.6).  Despite these patterns,  

ANOVA testing (see Appendix C for tables) did not confirm a statistically significant difference 

in means across response categories.   

 Figure 4.10, below, illustrates descriptive data for H3g (mean intensity score by perception 

of whether Obama’s gay rights agenda weakens his authenticity as a Christian).  Clearly, those 

who strongly agreed that Obama’s support for gay rights weakens his authenticity as a Christian 

were more likely than those who were indifferent or supportive to oppose him in public.  

ANOVA testing (see Appendix C for tables) confirmed a statistically significant difference in 

means by response groups for this variable.  

Figure 4.10: Mean Intensity Score by Perception of Obama’s Authenticity as a Christian 

 

 The most robust finding on attitudes and beliefs from descriptive data was that intensity 

of a respondent’s public discourse on Obama’s gay rights agenda is associated with alignment of 

the respondent’s personal beliefs on gay rights with Obama’s beliefs.  As Figure 4.11, below, 

demonstrates, those whose personal beliefs on gay rights strongly aligned with Obama’s beliefs 
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exhibited a significantly higher intensity score than those whose beliefs were less aligned, which 

provides support for H3d.  ANOVA testing (see Appendix C for tables) confirmed a statistically 

significant difference in means across response categories at the five percent significance level.   

Figure 4.11: Mean Intensity Score by Alignment of Personal Beliefs with Obama’s Beliefs 

   

 Analyzing H3f, my findings indicate moderate support for the notion that beliefs on 

scriptural literalism (that scripture is the explicit word of God) are associated with intensity of 

clergy discourse on Obama’s gay rights agenda.  As Figure 4.12, below, illustrates, respondents 

with stronger literalist beliefs were more likely than those with weak literalist beliefs to oppose 

Obama’s gay rights agenda in public. ANOVA testing (see Appendix C for tables) confirmed a 

statistically significant difference in mean intensity score by strength of literalist beliefs.   
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Figure 4.12: Mean Intensity Score by Strength of Literalist Beliefs 

  

Of most interest here are responses on the two moderate positions.  Clearly, those who somewhat 

disagree with the proposition that scripture is the explicit word of God publicly support Obama’s 

gay rights agenda more than those who do not, insofar as those with strong literalist beliefs only 

exhibited a mean intensity score of 4.74 (as opposed to 8.2 for those who somewhat disagreed 

with the proposition).  Note, however, that those who somewhat agreed with the proposition 

exhibited a mean intensity score slightly higher than those who strongly disagreed with the 

proposition, suggesting that, despite a personal belief in biblical literalism, these respondents 

nonetheless supported Obama in public.   

 Finally, analyzing H3h, I found that, generally, pastors who strongly affirmed that there 

are parallels between the black civil rights movement and the gay rights movement exhibited 

stronger public support for Obama’s gay rights agenda.  Figure 4.13, below, illustrates data on 

mean intensity score by response on this issue. ANOVA testing (see Appendix C for tables) 
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found a statistically significant difference in mean intensity scores across response groups, 

lending support for H3h. 

Figure 4.13: Mean Intensity Score by Feelings of Black Civil Rights vs. Gay Rights     

 

Findings from descriptive statistics confirmed all of my hypotheses around clergy 

political behavior and attitudes with one exception—I was unable to find support for H3e on the 

educative role of pastors.  Both respondents who strongly agreed that pastors should play a role 

in educating congregants in issues contrary to their faith, and those who strongly disagreed, 

exhibited the same mean intensity score (5.6).  If this hypothesis was true, the expectation is that 

those with strong beliefs would exhibit much lower and much higher intensity scores than those 

reporting moderate responses.  However, the intensity score for those who “somewhat agreed” 

was higher (6.1) than those who “strongly agreed” and the score for those who “somewhat 

disagreed” (4.2) was lower than those who strongly disagreed.  Thus, H3e cannot be affirmed by 

descriptive data (there is no apparent association between pastor attitudes on the educative role 

of pastors and the intensity of their public discourse on Obama’s gay rights agenda).   
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 In summary, analysis of descriptive statistics affirmed an association between the 

following factors and the dependent variable:  

 

1. Denomination (5% significance level) 

2. Gender (5% significance level) 

3. Education level (10% significance level)  

4. Perception of congregation’s support for Obama’s gay rights agenda (10% 

significance level)  

5. Perception of denomination’s national conference support of Obama’s gay rights 

agenda (5% significance level)  

6. Concern for loss of credibility among congregants (5%)  

7. Feeling that Obama’s attitudes on gay rights weakens his authenticity as a Christian 

(5% significance level)  

8. Alignment of personal beliefs on gay rights with Obama’s beliefs on gay rights (5% 

significance level)  

9. Strength of literalist scriptural beliefs (5% significance level)  

10. Feeling that there are parallels between the black civil rights and gay rights 

movements (5% significance level)  

 

 

Despite general opposition to Obama’s gay rights agenda, these findings suggest that the 

intensity of clergy public discourse on Obama’s gay rights agenda is associated with a range of 

sociodemographic, contextual, and perceptual cues.  These associations go beyond simple 

ideological cue influence, and invoke more complex psychological cues related to a respondent’s 

perception of denominational and congregational attitudes toward Obama.   
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4.7 Bivariate and Multivariate Regression Analysis   

To further evaluate data patterns identified through descriptive statistics, I performed 

bivariate and multivariate regression analysis on all predictor variables against the dependent 

variable.  While most of these analyses demonstrated a weak relationship between predictor 

variables and the intensity of respondent discourse on Obama’s gay rights agenda (see Appendix 

C for tables), several variables exhibited moderate associations.  These analyses found 

relationships between perception of denominational leadership support for Obama’s gay rights 

agenda, perception of congregation’s support for Obama’s gay rights agenda, whether a 

respondent’s personal beliefs were aligned with Obama’s gay rights agenda, and perception of 

weather Obama’s position on gay rights weakens his authenticity as a Christian, with the 

dependent variable: 

Table 4.1: Bivariate Regression, Perception of Denominational Leadership Support for 

Obama’s Gay Rights Agenda and Intensity Score 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .553
a
 .306 .299 2.31607 

 

Table 4.2: Bivariate Regression, Perception of Congregation’s Support for Obama’s Gay 

Rights Agenda and Intensity Score 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .662
a
 .438 .433 2.10448 
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Table 4.3: Bivariate Regression, Alignment of Personal Beliefs on Gay Rights with 

Obama’s Beliefs on Gay Rights and Intensity Score  

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .691
a
 .477 .472 2.01620 

 

Table 4.4: Bivariate Regression, Whether Obama’s Gay Rights Agenda Weakens his 

Authenticity as a Christian  

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .492
a
 .242 .235 2.46624 

 

 

None of these bivariate relationships, however, demonstrate strong statistical significance, which 

may be a function of the small-n sample I was working with.  These analyses do, however, 

support several of the suggestive relationships I found analyzing descriptive statistics, the most 

revealing of which are the relationships concerning a respondent’s perception of their 

denominational leadership and congregation’s feelings on Obama’s gay rights agenda and 

intensity of discourse on gay rights, as well as the relationship between a pastor’s personal 

feelings on gay rights and intensity of discourse.  The moderate associations identified in these 

analyses reinforce that, when deciding to speak out on Obama’s gay rights agenda, pastors rely, 

in part, on their perception of congregant beliefs, and that personal attitudinal alignment with 

Obama serves as an important ideological cue for clergy.   

With bivariate analyses (descriptive and regression) confirming several key 

socioedemographic and perceptual drivers of clergy discourse on Obama’s gay rights agenda, I 

then performed a multiple regression analysis to ascertain the relationships between several 
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predictor variables and the dependent variable.  As in bivariate analyses, the dependent variable 

was an additive variable drawn from responses to two survey items asking respondents to 

indicate the intensity of their public support of, or opposition to, Obama’s gay rights agenda in 

public (either while preaching or in informal conversations with congregants).  Although I was 

principally interested in testing the interactive effects of variables demonstrating significance in 

bivariate analyses, I performed tests of between-subjects effects and parametric estimates on all 

variables (see Appendix C for tables).  These analyses found borderline significance in variable 

Q7 (receiving a salary from the congregation) and significance in variables Q11D (perception of 

congregation’s support of Obama’s beliefs concerning gay rights), Q11E (perception of national 

conference’s support for Obama’s expansion of gay rights) and Q16 (extent to which the 

respondent’s personal beliefs on gay rights aligned with Obama’s).  I then performed parameter 

estimates for these variables (see Appendix C for tables) and developed a residual histogram and 

plot to ascertain the fit of the model (see Appendix C for histogram and plot).  

With no clear patterns observed in the residual histogram or plot, I performed a 

logarithmic transformation on the dependent variable and repeated between-subjects testing and 

parameter estimation (see Appendix C for tables).  Multiple regression analysis of the 

transformed dependent variable yielded significance for variables Q6 (education), Q11D 

(perception of congregation’s support for Obama’s gay rights agenda), Q11E (perception of 

national conference’s support for Obama’s gay rights agenda), and Q16 (extent to which a 

respondent’s personal beliefs on gay rights align with Obama’s).  Table 4.5, below, shows 

between-subjects effects for the multiple regression model.   
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Table 4.5: Between Subjects Effects, Multiple Regression Model  

Source Type III Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 21.224
a
 6 3.537 24.006 .000 

Intercept 5.804 1 5.804 39.386 .000 

Q6: Education 1.238 3 .413 2.801 .044 

Q11D: Perception of 

Congregation’s 

Support for Obama’s 

Gay Rights Agenda 

.861 1 .861 5.843 .018 

Q11E: Perception of 

National 

Conference’s 

Support for Obama’s 

Gay Rights Agenda 

.594 1 .594 4.034 .047 

Q16: Alignment of 

Personal Beliefs on 

Gay Rights with 

Obama’s Beliefs on 

Gay Rights  

3.410 1 3.410 23.140 .000 

Error 13.704 93 .147   

Total 257.327 100    

Corrected Total 34.929 99    

a. R Squared = .608 (Adjusted R Squared = .582) 

Parameter estimates for the final multiple regression model are presented in Table 4.6, below. 
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Table 4.6: Parameter Estimates, Multiple Regression Model 

Parameter B Std. Error t Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Intercept .549 .105 5.231 .000 .340 .757 

Q6: High School 

Education or Lower 
-.094 .171 -.547 .586 -.433 .246 

Q6: Associate’s or 

Bachelor’s Degree  
-.035 .102 -.342 .733 -.238 .168 

Q6: Master’s 

Degree 
.226 .092 2.446 .016 .043 .410 

Q6: Terminal 

Degree 
0

a
 . . . . . 

Q11D: Perception 

of Congregation’s 

Support for 

Obama’s Gay 

Rights Agenda 

.124 .051 2.417 .018 .022 .227 

Q11E: Perception 

of National 

Conference’s 

Support for 

Obama’s Gay 

Rights Agenda 

.082 .041 2.008 .047 .001 .163 

Q16: Alignment of 

Personal Beliefs on 

Gay Rights with 

Obama’s Beliefs on 

Gay Rights  

.180 .038 4.810 .000 .106 .255 

 

The beta coefficients in this model provide insight into how changes in the predictor variables 

Q6 (education), Q11D (perception of congregation’s support for Obama’s gay rights agenda), 

Q11E (perception of national conference’s support for Obama’s gay rights agenda) and Q16 
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(alignment of personal beliefs on gay rights with Obama’s beliefs on gay rights) affect the 

dependent variable (intensity of clergy public support of, or opposition to, Obama’s gay rights 

agenda).  For example, from this model, holding all other variables constant, we can expect a 

.082 increase in intensity of support for Obama’s gay rights agenda for every one unit increase in 

a respondent’s perception of national conference support for Obama’s gay rights agenda.  These 

results, however, must be interpreted with a degree of caution—given my limited sample size, it 

is questionable whether the results of multivariate regression analysis are robust.  Nonetheless, 

the consistency of these findings with bivariate analyses (descriptive and regression) are strongly 

suggestive of factors that operate in tandem to shape the intensity of clergy discourse on 

Obama’s gay rights agenda: education level, perceptions of denominational leadership’s support 

of Obama’s gay rights agenda, congregational attitudinal alignment with Obama’s gay rights 

agenda, and alignment of personal beliefs on gay rights with Obama’s beliefs.   
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4.8 Multivariate Descriptive Statistics 

Since education was identified as a significant predictor variable in descriptive and 

regression analysis, my initial multivariate descriptive analysis concerned the relationship 

between clergy with varying levels of education and the three perceptual/attitudinal variables 

found relevant in regression analysis (perception of denominational leadership’s support of 

Obama’s gay rights agenda, perception of congregational attitudinal alignment with Obama’s 

gay rights agenda, and alignment of personal beliefs on gay rights with Obama’s beliefs).  The 

data in this analysis could have swung either way—on one hand, more educated clergy might 

have more confidence in their personal/ideological beliefs (and understanding of public policy 

issues) and rely less on environmental cues when shaping discourse.  Alternatively, clergy at 

higher education levels might be more cognizant of the need to understand opportunities and 

threats in their environment than less-educated clergy, and rely more on environmental cues.  

First, I performed a multivariate descriptive analysis of education level and denomination 

to determine whether and how these variables interacted.  If previous findings on the association 

between education and attitudes toward gay rights are correct, I would expect to find that, 

although more educated clergy in liberal denominations (AME, for example) would exhibit 

higher intensity scores than more educated clergy from conservative denominations (COGIC, for 

example), within these denominations, I would also expect to find higher intensity scores among 

those with more education.  For this analysis, I focused only on respondents with associate’s 

degrees or higher—there were very few respondents with no degree or high school degrees, and 

not enough in each group to allow for meaningful comparison.  However, as Figure 4.14, below, 

illustrates, my findings reinforce an association between both denomination and education level, 

with intensity score: not only are more educated clergy in liberal denominations more likely to 
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support Obama’s gay rights agenda in public, but more educated clergy in conservative 

denominations are more likely to do so as well.   

Figure 4.14: Mean Intensity Score by Denomination and Education Level 

 

The second relationship I probed was the association between education, alignment of 

denominational leadership with Obama’s gay rights agenda, and intensity score.  Here, I 

understand cues from denominational leadership as “signals” that reinforce a pastor’s decision on 

whether to support or oppose Obama in public.  If the relationship between education and 

perception of denominational leadership is mutually reinforcing, the expectation is that, even 

among clergy with less education, those who perceived stronger support for Obama among 

denominational leadership would exhibit higher intensity scores.  This relationship is illustrated 

in Figure 4.15, below:  
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Figure 4.15: Mean Intensity Score by Education and Perception of Denominational 

Leadership Support 

 

Predictably, clergy with more education, and who perceived stronger denominational leadership 

support for Obama, exhibited higher intensity scores.  However, note the change in intensity 

score among clergy with high school and associate’s degrees as perception of denominational 

leadership increases.  A perception of even moderate denominational leadership support was 

sufficient to dramatically raise intensity score among clergy with less education.  These findings 

suggest that signals from denominational leadership matter, and, for those with less education, 

such cues may play a significant role in shaping clergy discourse on controversial policy issues. 

Given the association identified between gender and intensity score (in both descriptive 

and regression analysis), I performed a multivariate descriptive analysis on gender by factors 

found relevant in bivariate and multivariate regression (perceptions of denominational 
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leadership’s support of Obama’s gay rights agenda, congregational attitudinal alignment with 

Obama’s gay rights agenda, and alignment of personal beliefs on gay rights with Obama’s 

beliefs).  Figure 4.16, below, is a comparison of male and female respondent intensity scores by 

perception of denominational leadership’s support of Obama’s gay rights agenda:  

Figure 4.16: Mean Intensity Score by Gender and Perception of Denominational   

Leadership Support of Obama’s Gay Rights Agenda 

 

   

 This data suggests that female clergy are less susceptible to conservative cues from 

denominational leadership than male clergy.  Women clergy who perceived that their 

denominational leadership either strongly or moderately opposed Obama’s gay rights agenda 

exhibited higher mean intensity scores than their male counterparts; only when male respondents 

perceived strong support from their denominational leadership did their intensity scores exceed 

scores for female respondents.   

 Similar findings were obtained through analysis of gender differences in perception of 

congregational attitudinal alignment with Obama’s gay rights agenda: 
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Figure 4.17: Mean Intensity Score by Gender and Perception of Congregational Attitudinal 

Alignment with Obama’s Gay Rights Agenda  

   

As Table 4.17 illustrates, female clergy who reported perceiving stronger congregational 

opposition to Obama’s gay rights agenda were more likely than their male counterparts to 

support Obama’s gay rights agenda in public.  In addition, those who perceived stronger 

congregational support for Obama’s gay rights agenda were far more likely to support Obama 

than male respondents.     

 Finally, comparison of male and female respondent intensity scores by alignment of 

personal beliefs on gay rights with Obama’s beliefs yielded the following results:  
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Table 4.18: Mean Intensity Score by Gender and Alignment of Personal Beliefs on Gay 

Rights with Obama’s Beliefs on Gay Rights 

 

The data presented in Table 4.18 suggests that female clergy are marginally less likely to rely on 

personal attitudinal alignment than male clergy when speaking out on Obama’s gay rights 

agenda.  Those who reported strong or moderate personal attitudinal conflicts with Obama’s gay 

rights agenda still exhibited higher mean intensity scores than male respondents.   

 The relationships identified between gender and the three perceptual/attitudinal variables 

I am focusing on may be explained in one of two ways.  First, women clergy might be less risk 

averse than male clergy, in that they appear less susceptible to certain environmental cues 

(denominational leadership and congregational attitudinal alignment) than male clergy.  

Alternatively, it may be the case that, because women were generally found to be more 

supportive of Obama’s gay rights agenda than men, they are simply primed to offer him more 

support in public than males. Given the small-N sample of female respondents, however, these 

results should be understood as suggestive, rather than explanatory.  Nonetheless, I will refine 

this analysis further in my discussion of qualitative data in Chapter 5. 
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4.9 Summary of Findings and Discussion 

 Although my limited sample size implies caution in generalizing these findings, my 

statistical analyses suggest that patterns in black clergy attitudes on gay rights are not 

significantly different than those of the general population.  Clergy who were younger, more 

educated, female, and Democratic partisans exhibited stronger intensity of public support for 

Obama’s gay rights agenda than those who were less-educated, older and held more literalist 

spiritual beliefs.  When contextualized within the historical development of the black church, 

however, several of these findings are significant and merit further analysis.   

Foremost, there is currently a movement among the principal denominations of the black 

church to develop a more educated clergy.  Lummis (2006) argues that this drive to engender a 

more educated and professional ministry is a conscious attempt by churches to maintain the 

educational and professional parity of clergy and their congregations.  As black middle class 

churchgoers become more educated and professional, clergy are pressured to become more 

educated and professional to better understand congregant perspectives and the complexities of 

public policy issues facing the church.  Currently, although they still lag behind white clergy, 

more black clergy have master’s degrees than in previous generations.  However, only the 

American Methodist Episcopal church requires all ordained clergy to obtain the Master of 

Divinity (M.Div.) degree prior to ordination.  This might partially account for the higher mean 

intensity scores I observed among AME respondents than among respondents from other 

denominations.  Most Baptist and Pentecostal denominations within the black church, however, 

do not have minimum education requirements for ordination, and, in fact, most denominations 

allow congregations to establish local ordination standards.   As Mamiya (2011) asserts, “the 
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more educated the clergy, the more open they are to being inclusive.  Clergy education is most 

important in terms of the kind of progressive politics the church/denomination tends to pursue.”   

 My findings on differences in intensity score between male and female respondents are 

also significant.  Although women have always played a critical role in black church ministries, 

they currently make up only 3 percent of total clergy across black church denominations. This 

trend is changing, however, as some denominations have slowly reconsidered rules on the 

ordination of women and the kind of lay leadership roles that women can assume.  The AME 

Church appointed its first female bishop, Vashti McKenzie, in 2000, and there are, at present, an 

estimated 3,000 women in AME ministry around the world.  Furthermore, within AME, working 

groups such as Women in Ministry (WIM) have been formed to advance the role of women in 

the church.  While other denominations of the black church have not been as progressive as 

AME, some denominations, such as the Church of God in Christ, allow women to assume 

leadership positions as evangelists or missionaries (Simon 2011).  Mamiya contends that women 

have been slow to assume leadership positions in the black church because they typically defer to 

black pastors as role models: “women realize there is a need for strong male figures in the black 

community, so they have opted for black male pastors to be role models for the younger ones” 

(quoted in Simon 2011).  In the context of my findings, given the proportion of female 

congregants in black churches, they maintain significant potential for shaping church discourse 

on public policy.  As Mamiya argues: “it seems as though many black women in the pews have 

not decided to push for black women pastors.  If and when they do, then things would change 

tremendously” (quoted in Simon 2011).    

 My findings also contribute to previous studies of clergy political behavior by 

underscoring the role of personal belief as a pivotal ideological cue.  These factors not only 
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include the degree to which a pastor’s personal beliefs on gay rights align with Obama’s, but 

spiritual beliefs relevant to linking Obama’s attitudes on gay rights to his authenticity as a 

Christian. Furthermore, how a member of the clergy perceives their congregation’s support for 

Obama (generally, and his gay rights agenda, specifically) serves as a significant environmental 

cue shaping clergy discourse on Obama’s positions.  However, my research also suggests that 

clergy perceptions regarding their congregation’s alignment with Obama’s gay rights agenda 

might be a necessary, but not sufficient, driver of supporting or opposing his gay rights agenda in 

public.    

With reference to the ideological vs. contextual debate, my analysis confirms that, 

contrary to Calfano’s (2010) findings on clergy from mainline Protestant denominations, concern 

for monetary gain/loss is not a priority for clergy in the black church when determining whether 

to speak out on controversial beliefs.  Factors such as whether a respondent received a salary 

from the congregation had virtually no influence on intensity score, and a majority of 

respondents were not concerned that coming down on the wrong side of the gay rights issue 

would alienate them from their congregations.   

It is clear that, with regard to the black church, how clergy negotiate ideological and 

contextual cues is not as simple as previous studies suggest.  In the context of a “semi-

involuntary” black church, because there have been few religious or secular in-group alternatives 

for political, social, and economic leadership, the concern for monetary loss (congregants 

shifting donations out of protest) appears minimal. Of greater priority in the black church are 

solidary concerns related to the clergy’s alignment with their denomination’s national conference 

agenda, as well as their congregation’s alignment with competing in-group role models (Obama).  

Finally, the relationship I identified between national conference agenda (and the alignment of 
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denominational leadership with Obama’s gay rights agenda) and intensity of clergy discourse on 

Obama’s positions on gay rights is significant for evaluating the assertion that the black church 

has entered a “post-denominational” period in which individual clergy, due to the resources they 

command, are able to behave autonomously from the denominations they represent (Smith 

2007).  It may be the case that aligning preaching with the position of denominational leadership 

serves to “socialize” the risk of coming down on the wrong side of the gay rights issue (or the 

wrong side of Obama).  Nonetheless, as I will discuss further in Chapter 5, how a 

denomination’s national conference dealt with Obama’s support of gay marriage, and their 

subsequent “pivot” away from the gay rights issue toward the more palatable Affordable Care 

Act, sent a strong signal to clergy on how to tailor their messaging on Obama’s gay rights agenda 

for their congregations.   

Clearly, my analyses suggest that both ideological and contextual cues are important 

drivers of black clergy political behavior around gay rights, and that certain cues are more 

influential than others in shaping discourse. These findings alone advance our understanding of 

clerical politics in the black church beyond previous studies which focused largely on spiritual 

and ideological drivers of clergy behavior.  These findings also modify Calfano’s reference 

group cue theory by suggesting that, beyond continuously monitoring reference group cues on 

congregant attitudes on policy, black clergy also continuously monitor congregant alignment 

with competing in-group role models.  However, statistical analyses alone do not allow for a 

precise account of how these cues are balanced by clergy, and how they affect the mechanics of 

their public discourse on gay rights.  Consequently, in Chapter 5, I refine my analysis using data 

from open-ended survey responses and interviews.      
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CHAPTER 5:  

SHADOWS OF THE CROSS 

“It is quite parochial and wrongheaded to purport that the Black Church, as if a monolith, is 

solely responsible for a diminution of progressive social action by African-Americans. The 

symbols and conceptual frameworks are indeed desirous of and in need of refinement. Interested 

parties must relinquish the assumption that these developments must be transacted within the 

walls of a physical space, and by a priestly class of doctrinal interpreters.”  

 

-Illya Davis, Commentary, Diverse Issues in Higher Education, 2012 

 

 

5.1 The Role of Education and Gender in Support for Obama’s Gay Rights Agenda 

As data presented in Chapter 4 suggests, clergy perception of congregational support for Obama 

only partially accounts for the intensity of their public discourse on his gay rights agenda.  Other 

sociodemographic, ideological and contextual factors, including education, gender, alignment of 

personal beliefs with Obama’s beliefs, and national conference agenda alignment with Obama’s 

gay rights agenda, also partially explained variation in intensity score.  Relying on data from 

open-ended survey questions and interviews, the purpose of this chapter is to explore each of 

these cues in-depth and ascertain whether shifting in-group dynamics might affect how clergy 

preach on gay rights in the black church.  Changes in the educational background required of 

black clergy are largely correlated with the demands of a larger and more professional black 

middle class.  As Mamiya (2006) notes, these changes are particularly relevant in the context of 

the black “reverse migration” that occurred after 2000, during which many northern blacks 

migrated into predominantly black suburbs around major southern cities (Atlanta, Nashville, 

Washington, D.C.).  Since the 2000 census, the proportion of the US black population living in 

the South has increased from 55 percent in 2000 to 57 percent in 2004, with a predicted increase 

to 60 percent or more over the next decade.  According to Frey (2004), this migration was 
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largely driven by economic growth and improved race relations in the South, with most college-

educated blacks moving to suburban areas in Texas, Georgia, and Maryland from 1995-2000 

(New York experienced the largest net loss of college-educated blacks during this period).  Thus, 

not only is the proportion of college-educated blacks expanding, this demographic is migrating 

into “Bible Belt” suburbs where religiosity tends to be higher than in other regions of the United 

States.  The implication of this convergence is that well-educated, churchgoing blacks are 

projected to play a much larger role in shaping the standards for church leadership than they have 

in the past.  

In a study of black clergy demographics, Mamiya (2006) found that while 72 percent of 

white clergy had received either an advanced degree (Master of Divinity or other graduate 

degrees), only 49 percent of black clergy had obtained similar degrees.  Furthermore, black 

clergy also receive less formal training than whites (certification or apprenticeship programs, 

rather than formal higher education), and, in many black Baptist or Pentecostal denominations, 

an apprenticeship is the only educational background required for ordination.  These standards 

are changing; however, as some larger black church denominations have instituted more rigorous 

educational requirements for clergy.  The AME Church, for example, has made the Master of 

Divinity degree a requirement for leading churches (which may partially account for stronger 

support of Obama’s gay rights agenda among AME respondents). As Mamiya (2006) notes, 

higher education among black clergy has been correlated with a wide range of progressive 

initiatives, including more extensive community outreach programs, more frequent collaboration 

with government and foundations, and stronger support for women as clergy.  Even as early as 

1990, Lincoln and Mamiya posited:   
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If we were asked to make a single policy recommendation that we consider critical for 

the future of black churches, it would be the need for more, better trained and better 

educated, black clergy. A seminary education for African American clergy, Lincoln and 

Mamiya contend, will “deepen ministers’ theological understanding, biblical 

interpretation, preaching, and counseling . . . and will strengthen the preacher in areas of 

financial accountability, economic development, political awareness, and moral 

responsibility. 

 

Nonetheless, clergy currently represent the only profession in black communities where the 

majority of professionals have not completed any higher education.  Burns (2006) argues that the 

discrepancy between the educational background of pastors and congregants represents an 

unprecedented challenge to the thought leadership of clergy:  

If pastors within the African-American church are going to effectively lead and shepherd 

the flock of God into the 21st century, these men would do well to be educated…with the 

changing tides of society and the enormous gap that separates “generational churching” 

or the ways in which the Black church has worshipped or “had church” over the years. 

While we must give respect to our history, we are challenged to consider that the way we 

used to “do church” a generation ago may not be the way to do it today. This is 

increasingly apparent as we witness the overall rise in education among African-

Americans…with this increase in education comes an increase in expectation…In other 

words, shall we expect some measure of intellectual competency from our doctors, 

lawyers, and politicians (occasionally) but excuse the minister from his academic 

responsibility? God forbid. 

 

My findings suggest that higher education among respondents partially explains variation 

in the intensity of clergy support for Obama’s gay rights agenda (clergy with higher education 

were more likely than those with just a high school diploma to strongly support Obama).  

Identifying more liberal attitudes toward gay rights among respondents with higher education is, 

by itself, unremarkable, insofar as the association between education and liberal views on this 

issue is well-established. Previous research on factors shaping attitudes toward gay rights has 

found that those   who pursue higher education are given more exposure to diverse perspectives, 

and therefore have more opportunity to liberalize their beliefs on gay rights (Pew 2005).  Simply 

having liberal personal beliefs on gay rights, however, does not mean respondents are willing to 
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express these beliefs in public. This disconnect between thought and practice is particularly 

relevant in the black church, where sensitivity around gay rights as a spiritual and public policy 

issue causes clergy to assume a great deal of risk when preaching on the subject.  The question, 

then, is how education relates to the decision of whether or not to strongly support or oppose gay 

rights when speaking with congregants.   

Although further research on the role of education in black clergy decision-making is 

merited, I can suggest three possible hypotheses as direction for future study.  First, higher 

education might provide clergy with the knowledge, rhetorical skill, and confidence necessary to 

defend controversial beliefs in public.  This hypothesis is most consistent with the position of 

Lincoln and Mamiya (1990) and Burns (2006): if black clergy hope to remain relevant in 

providing thought leadership around increasingly complex policy issues affecting their 

congregants, they must have the breadth and depth of knowledge required to understand the 

issues themselves.  Second, if Obama is understood as a role model in black communities, clergy 

have the choice of either accepting or competing with his agenda.  More educated clergy might 

understand Obama as a standard for educated black professionals and accept his agenda, while 

less-educated clergy might not identify with Obama’s educational and professional background 

and compete by opposing him in public. Finally, clergy with higher education, and presumably 

more liberal attitudes toward gay rights, might leverage Obama’s popularity as “contextual 

capital.”  Given Obama’s approval among the black churchgoing electorate, his support for gay 

rights could provide clergy holding “pre-existing” liberal attitudes with an in-group precedent for 

voicing their beliefs.  Clergy would therefore look to Obama’s position as a cue when evaluating 

the risk of speaking out on gay rights (much as they would look to their national conference 

agenda for guidance).  By aligning with Obama, an already popular black role model who has 
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publicly supported gay rights, clergy can diminish some of the risk incurred by speaking out 

(either by co-opting some of his popularity if they are successful, or scapegoating if they fail).  

Nonetheless, with regard to education, it is not clear whether Obama functions as a catalyst that 

allows clergy to express liberal attitudes previously withheld in public, or whether clergy with 

higher education are more susceptible to being influenced by Obama’s thought leadership as a 

role model.  While these linkages require further exploration, my findings project that more 

rigorous higher education standards for clergy will ultimately lead to more intense public support 

for gay rights. 

The question of whether Obama’s effect on black clergy (around the issue of gay rights) 

will continue after he leaves office depends on a number of factors.  First, many of the pastors 

who participated in this study felt that, after Obama’s endorsement of gay marriage, the issue of 

gay rights was a “fait accompli.”  This attitude was prevalent even among those who expressed 

strong opposition to Obama’s gay rights agenda.  Obviously, there are a number of new fronts in 

the gay rights movement (even after the Supreme Court’s ruling overturning state bans on gay 

marriage in Obergefell v. Hodges).  Whether clergy continue to attribute the trajectory of the gay 

rights movement to Obama may depend on how much activism he devotes to the issue after 

leaving office, and whether any other in-group role models become active in this space.  Ben 

Carson, for example, a potential 2016 black Republican nominee for president, has strongly 

opposed gay rights throughout his political career, noting in an interview with Sean Hannity 

(2013):  

Well, my thoughts are that marriage is between a man and a woman. It's a well-

established, fundamental pillar of society and no group, be they gays, be they NAMBLA, 

be they people who believe in bestiality, it doesn't matter what they are, they don't get to 

change the definition. So it's not something that's against gays. It's against anybody who 

wants to come along and change the fundamental definitions of pillars of society. It has 

significant ramifications (quoted in Weigel, 2013). 
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Carson also subscribes to the view, shared by many clergy who participated in this research, that 

homosexuality is a lifestyle choice.  However, despite strongly (and publicly) disagreeing with 

Obama’s gay rights agenda, Carson, following Obergefell v. Hodges, admitted that the Supreme 

Court’s ruling was the “law of the land,” while calling on Congress to ensure that “deeply held 

and respected religious beliefs are respected and protected” (quoted in Zimmerman 2015).  As in 

the case of Obama, if Carson makes gay rights a central aspect of his campaign, a similar 

dynamic could emerge in which liberal clergy are forced to reconcile their beliefs with the 

beliefs of a prominent black political role model.  However, Carson’s acquiescence to the 

Supreme Court’s ruling in Obergefell v. Hodges could provide some clergy with a 

constitutionalist “escape hatch,” which would facilitate compartmentalization of belief (“even if I 

do not believe in gay rights, the law is the law”).   

If a competing in-group role model like Carson does not ascend to the presidency or vice 

presidency, the effect on clergy decision-making is unclear.  In the short-term, some clergy may 

continue to rely on congregant perception of Obama’s gay rights agenda when shaping their 

discourse; in the long-term, however, after the “capital” provided by Obama’s thought leadership 

is spent, my speculation is that clergy will revert to relying on other cues, such as personal 

beliefs on gay rights, or signals from their conference’s national denomination, in their decision 

making process around gay rights discourse. Part of the answer to this question may lie in the 

evolving literature on “boomerang effects” in political communication, some of which suggests 

that exposure to political information can correct misinformation and misperception, but that 

these effects are ephemeral (Hill et. al. 2013; Hart et. al. 2012; Gerber et. al. 2011).  This 

literature, however, concerns the effects of information exposure over time (the presentation of 
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factual information), and not with boomerang effects following attitudinal shift by an in-group 

role model.     

 

5.2  Implications of the Expanding Role of Women in the Black Church 

Many black church scholars have noted a considerable increase in women ordained to the 

clergy in the past three decades.  As Figure 5.1, below, illustrates, data compiled by the 

Association of Theological Schools (2011) suggests that while black men still marginally 

outnumber black women in Master of Divinity programs, the rate of growth has been higher for 

black women. The increased enrollment of black women in graduate divinity programs is 

projected to have a significant effect on church leadership over the next decade, particularly in 

light of new demands in some denominations for a well-educated clergy.  Currently, five of the 

six major denominations of the black church ordain women preachers (Church of God in Christ 

is the only denomination that does not allow women to be ordained), and many women clergy 

have graduated to senior national conference leadership positions.   Furthermore, 

WomanPreach!, a strong and growing movement to take a harder look at the role of black 

women in the church, was launched in 2009 by Valerie Bridgman (Memphis Theological 

Seminary) and has subsequently evolved into a focal point for concerns around womanist and 

feminist perspectives in the church.  Thus, at present, there is increased demand for pastoral 

leadership positions for women in the black church, and this demand is supported by a highly-

visible and mobilized resource base. 
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Figure 5.1: Percentage of Black Men and Women Enrolled in Master of Divinity Programs, 

1990-2010 

  

Association of Theological Schools 2011  

Despite the actual gains made by women seeking pastoral leadership positions in the 

black church, “de facto” discrimination still occurs.  In 2013, for example, a high-profile event 

was organized in Miami, Florida by Bishop Paul S. Morton, head of the Full Gospel Baptist 

Church Fellowship on the subject of “Rebranding in the Body of Christ: The Ultimate Leader 

Shift.” The purpose of this invitation-only event was to bring together a new generation of black 

church pastors and leaders to “integrate their ideas in bold, powerful, and world-changing topics” 

(Cherry 2013).  The problem, as Cherry (2013) notes, was that none of the clergy invited were 

women:  
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Women’s voices are necessary for making strides for positive change in the church, and 

in the world. Think of women like Fannie Lou Hamer, whose Christian convictions 

inspired her to fight for voting rights. She didn’t let naysayers, police brutality or her 

poverty stricken upbringing stop her. Think also of Rev. Kelly Brown Douglas, Bishop 

Yvette Flunder, and Pastor Susie Owens—all influential in areas of advocacy while still 

committed to ministry.  Women have been making changes in society, fearlessly and 

fiercely, for decades. With or without the laws and tradition on their side, women have 

effected social, political and spiritual change. The church has been slow to combat 

societal issues, and in black denominational bodies, when someone finally steps up to the 

plate, the male leaders resemble those of the civil rights era, expecting the women to be 

unequipped to march at the forefront when there would be no forefront without them.  

 

Thus, even though, from an institutional perspective, black seminaries and some national 

conferences have embraced women clerical leadership, women still face formidable obstacles to 

acceptance by other clergy and their congregations.  

 

5.3 Questioning Post-Denominationalism in the Black Church 

Many scholars have asserted that “spirituality” has replaced organized religion and 

denominational loyalty in the United States.  As the data presented in Chapter 1 reinforces, 

Americans remain committed to the existence of God. However, as Cimino and Lattin (1999) 

note, commitment to denominations is less clear:  

What is on the decline is American loyalty to particular denominations or traditions.  The 

old brand names—Baptist, Methodist, Lutheran—are falling away, and congregations are 

resorting to marketing studies before renaming their congregation to target specific 

groups of spiritual consumers…We have entered the post-denomination era of American 

religion.  In 1958, for example, only 1 in 25 Americans had left the religious 

denomination of their upbringing.  Today, more than one in three have left or switched.  

And nearly half of all Presbyterians, Methodists, and Episcopalians have left the faith. 

 

Scholars arguing for a “post-denominational” Christianity suggest this alleged paradigm shift 

occurred following the development of congregation-oriented organizational structures that tailor 

ministries to the diverse needs of constituents (Miller 2014). These needs include more than 

spiritual needs, encompassing a range of social services—from drug and alcohol rehabilitation to 

http://www.religiondispatches.org/archive/sexandgender/3435/
http://www.religiondispatches.org/archive/sexandgender/3435/
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childcare.  Furthermore, the resources commanded by megachurches has allowed megachurch 

pastors a degree of freedom from denominational control that is typically not available to pastors 

of smaller congregations.   

 As the findings presented in Chapter 4 indicate, in the case of the black church, I argue 

that the “post-denominational” shift predicted by scholars has been overstated.  Black churches, 

to a greater extent than mainline denominations, have always exhibited lay-oriented 

organizational structures addressing congregant needs in the absence of secular alternatives—if 

the provision of social services were a catalyst for post-denominationalism, the black church 

would have entered this period long ago.  Beyond resource concerns, though, the “signals” sent 

by a denomination’s national conference, and how these signals are perceived, can have a 

powerful effect on shaping black clergy discourse at the congregational level.  Those clergy 

exhibiting higher intensity scores, for example, tended to perceive stronger attitudinal alignment 

among their denomination’s leadership with Obama’s gay rights agenda. 

       

5.4  Open-Ended Response Data 

In terms of how these three variables (education, gender, denominational leadership 

signals) affect compartmentalization, my initial hypothesis is that those who are more supportive 

of Obama’s gay rights agenda will exhibit a stronger tendency to rely on compartmentalization 

as a rhetorical strategy.  Assuming clergy do take stock of congregant attitudinal alignment with 

Obama’s policies (and my data indicates this is the case), rather than rely solely on personal 

ideological cues, clergy will look to denominational leadership as a source of “capital” they can 

expend in their decision-making process.  If clergy perceive their denomination is supportive of 

Obama’s gay rights agenda, they can leverage that (perceived) support as a means of validating 
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and reinforcing their beliefs to congregants.  My findings in Chapter 4 therefore suggest the 

following hypotheses related to compartmentalization, which I will refine through qualitative 

data analysis:  

H1:  Clergy who are more educated will demonstrate more belief 

compartmentalization in open-ended survey and interview responses.   

 

H2: Clergy who are female will demonstrate more belief compartmentalization in 

open-ended survey and interview responses.  

 

H3: Clergy from more liberal denominations will demonstrate more belief 

compartmentalization in open-ended interview and survey responses. 
 

In open-ended survey and interview questions, I recorded verbatim responses to a series of 

questions on each aspect of Obama’s gay rights agenda (see Appendix A for open-ended survey 

questions and Appendix D for interview script).  In addition to ninety surveys returned with 

responses to open-ended questions, eight interviews were conducted with senior pastors between 

January 2012 and August 2013. When quotes from respondent narratives are reported, 

pseudonyms are used to avoid reputational consequences.   

 Of the ninety surveys returned with responses to open-ended questions, seventy-three 

yielded responses conducive to coding and in-depth analysis (total of 133 unique narrative 

responses to open-ended questions).  In my analysis of responses, I coded for a series of broad 

themes that sought to distinguish how clergy organize their perspectives on Obama’s gay rights 

agenda:   
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Scriptural Frame: Responses framed arguments with biblical/scriptural justifications (for 

example: “I do not support Obama’s position on gay marriage because it is a sin”).   

 

Political Frame: Reponses based on understanding of the political process (for example: 

“Obama’s position on gay rights changed from 2008 to 2012 to improve his chances for 

reelection”).   

 

Personal Frame: Responses asserting that sexual orientation is neither a religious nor a 

government concern, but a personal matter (for example: “homosexuality is a personal choice, 

and it’s not the business of the church or the government to legislate in this area”).   

 

Separation of Church and State Frame: Responses that claim religious and government 

activity should be separate (for example: “this is a democracy, and not a theocracy”).   

 

Buyer Beware Frame: Responses that argue that, if the church receives benefits from the 

federal government (funding), they should accept the conditions attached to such benefits, even 

if they violate church doctrine (for example: “if churches don’t want to conform to federal 

regulations, they should not take federal money”).  

 

Civil Rights Frame: Reponses framed around rights discourse (for example: “faith-based 

organizations should not discriminate in hiring”).  

 

Family/Child Welfare Frame: Reponses related to the respondent’s beliefs on stability of the 

family or welfare of the child (for example: “I do not support the unnatural creation of a 

family—the male and female genders are sacred and ordained by God the creator”).  Such 

responses often revolved around the belief that sexual orientation could somehow be “passed” to 

children.   

 

Note that some of these frames overlap, and, consequently, some responses included aspects of 

more than one frame.  Figure 5.2, below, illustrates the distribution of responses across all seven 

frames.  
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Figure 5.2: Distribution of Open-Ended Survey Responses by Frame 

 
 

As expected, many respondents invoked scripture in framing their responses to open-ended 

questions.  However, 75 percent of clergy nuanced their responses by resorting to a secular frame 

for their beliefs (one that distinguished religious from constitutional/legal/political beliefs).  This 

finding confirms that the drivers of clergy beliefs extend beyond scriptural literalism and 

incorporates more complex ideological cues related to beliefs on the role of government in 

shaping matters of faith, the political nature of the presidency, and the relationship between 

homosexuality and integrity of the family.     

 Of those who provided narrative responses to open-ended survey questions, thirty 

respondents  (approximately 1/3) reported moderately or strongly supporting Obama’s gay rights 

agenda in public (while preaching).  I initially chose to focus on this subset of respondents under 

the assumption that compartmentalized rationales (distinguishing between religious and secular 

beliefs) would be more prevalent.  Out of thirty respondents, twenty were from the two more 
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demonstrated the most nuanced responses, which included careful delineations between the 

proper roles of the church and government around gay rights: 

 

“I don’t believe we have any right to tell people who they can love.  In addition, I don’t believe 

that gay marriage is a threat to the traditional understanding or institution of marriage.”  --AME 

Pastor H.J. 

 

“President Obama is not clergy; he is a person that should stand up for all persons, regardless of 

sexual orientation.”  --AME Pastor H.  

 

“President Obama is the President of the United States, not The Pope.”  --AME Pastor H. 

 

“Christians should not try and police other people’s lives or force their beliefs off on someone 

else.”  --AME Pastor A.L.  

 

 

AME clergy tended to be more unambiguous in their support for Obama’s gay rights agenda. 

PNBC and NBC clergy, on the other hand, were more prone to emphasize their personal 

opposition to gay rights, while reinforcing support for Obama’s overall agenda:  

 

“I do not support gay marriage!  It is not God’s will that a person lives a gay lifestyle. God made 

male and female, nothing in between.  However, our president must uphold the Constitution of 

the US (Amendment XIV included—equal rights for all citizens.” --NBC Pastor K.N.     

 

“As long as a church is not forced to perform or allow a wedding to take place in their churches, 

this is more of a social/private matter, and less theological.” –NBC Pastor R.M. 

 

“All Americans are entitled to the same civil rights, although I disagree with the practice of gay 

marriage.” –PNBC Pastor S.J. 

 

 

Four of the female respondents to the overall survey (out of eleven total female 

respondents) were in the AME subgroup that compartmentalized beliefs.  Like most AME 

respondents, these clergy were less balanced in their frames (support for Obama) than clergy 

from other denominations: 
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“I believe President Obama is working and trying to make life better for all people of the 

country—not just some.” --AME Pastor L.M. 

 

“As President his job is to support the rights of all Americans.” –AME Pastor B. H-W. 

 

Female respondents in this subgroup were also more likely than their male counterparts to 

articulate support for gay and lesbian adoptions: 

 

“When you look at the number of Children needing loving, permanent homes, the only criteria 

should be:1) can people love, 2) can they help the child reach their potential, and 3) are they 

stable and permanent providers?” –AME Pastor B. H-W. 

 

“I personally know of a gay couple that accepted children and the children are doing fine—their 

lives have improved for the better.” –AME Pastor AME Pastor L.M. 

 

“Adoption is about love and caring, not your sexual orientation.” –AME Pastor H. 

 

 

None of the female AME clergy incorporated scriptural rationales into their responses—all of 

their narratives revolved around the “separation of church and state” and “family/child welfare” 

frames.  Furthermore, all four female AME clergy had advanced education (Master’s or terminal 

degrees), which is consistent with findings presented in Chapter 4 on the association between 

education and strong public support for Obama’s gay rights agenda.  Interestingly, of these four 

respondents, all somewhat or strongly believed there were parallels between the black and gay 

civil rights movements.  Whether this outlook reflects advanced understanding of civil rights 

movements (obtained through higher education), or compatibility with their own outlook as a 

historically disempowered group, requires further study.   

 My findings in Chapter 4 on the role of education in shaping clergy rhetoric on Obama’s 

gay rights agenda were also confirmed in open-ended responses.  Of the respondents relying on 

secular frames in their responses, 87 percent had Master’s degrees or higher.  Those with less 

education who relied on secular frames were all AME clergy.  It is therefore possible that, in the 



140 
 

absence of cues obtained through advanced education, these respondents prioritized liberal cues 

from AME national conference leadership, insofar as those with less education all perceived that 

their denomination’s national conference either moderately or strongly supported Obama’s gay 

rights agenda.     

 All clergy who relied solely on scriptural frames in open-ended responses also reported 

strongly opposing Obama’s gay rights agenda in public:  

 

“I don’t believe in gay couple’s adoptions, as I don’t believe in gay marriage.  This is 

based on my biblical beliefs that couples should be male and female.” –COGIC Pastor 

R.L. 

 

“Because of the word of God, I don’t support gay marriage.  The God of the Bible started 

marriage, God set the rules: marriage between man and woman.  No one can change 

those rules.” –NBC Pastor M.N. 

 

“I would not allow gay adoptions under any circumstances.  I condemn legalization of 

sin.  I condemn adultery and fornication.  Just because everyone is doing it does not make 

it right.” –AME Pastor L.R.   

 

 

Reliance on scriptural frames was also heavily skewed by denomination.  Predictably, clergy 

from more conservative denominations exhibited more literalist beliefs than those from liberal 

denominations.  Figure 5.3, below, illustrates the breakdown of respondents relying on use of 

scriptural frames by denomination:  
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Figure 5.3: Distribution of Respondents Relying on Scriptural Frames by Denomination 

 

The educational background of respondents also comported with findings presented in Chapter 4.  

Clergy with less education tended to rely more heavily on scriptural frames than those with more 

education.  Note, in figure 5.4, however, that, the discrepancy between those with high school 

degrees and terminal degrees in relying on scriptural frames is not as wide as one might 

anticipate.  My speculation is that those in terminal degree programs (particularly divinity 

programs), might not be exposed to the range of viewpoints sufficient to liberalize their beliefs 

on gay rights (Master’s programs may present graduates with more secular perspectives to speak 

from). 
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Figure 5.4: Distribution of Respondents Relying on Scriptural Frames by Education Level    

 

 Analysis of responses to open-ended survey questions confirms the importance of 

education, gender, and denomination as cues shaping clergy beliefs and rhetoric on Obama’s gay 

rights agenda. Although quantitative analysis did not support a strong association between 

literalist beliefs and support for Obama, qualitative data clearly suggests that scripture remains 

an important cue.  Given their occupation, for clergy, scriptural beliefs may perfectly correlate 

with personal beliefs, which were also found relevant in quantitative analysis—those who felt 

scripture affirmed Obama’s position, therefore, might be more inclined to identify that their 

personal beliefs aligned with Obama’s beliefs.   However, breaking down all frames relied on by 

respondents (whether they supported or opposed Obama) suggests far more complexity than one 

might expect.  Among all responses, 66 percent of clergy relied in whole or in part on secular 

frames, while only 34 percent relied solely on scriptural frames. 

 There was also a great deal of gradation, in terms of beliefs on various aspects of 

Obama’s gay rights agenda.  Recall that, in Chapter 1, I noted that prevailing theories of belief 

formation around social regulatory policy tend to assert a binary distribution of attitudes (either 
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“for or against” gay rights, with little opportunity for compromise).  This binary preoccupation 

presumes, however, that all aspects of a social regulatory space are understood as equally radical 

(invoking fundamental beliefs regarding good vs. evil).  By asking respondents to share beliefs 

on specific aspects of Obama’s gay rights agenda, I was able to flesh out a continuum of attitudes 

ranging from issues that prompted secular frames to those that prompted scriptural frames.  Note 

that, of all clergy who responded to open-ended survey questions, only six respondents (3 

percent) either fully supported or fully opposed all aspects of Obama’s gay rights agenda 

(support for gay marriage, repealing “don’t ask, don’t tell,” allowing gay and lesbian adoptions, 

prohibiting faith-based organizations receiving federal funding from discriminating against gays 

and lesbians in hiring, and including crimes against gays and lesbians in federal hate crimes 

legislation).  If the ideological model proposed by Lowi, Tatalovich and Daynes applied, one 

would expect a vast majority of respondents to exhibit extreme views across all aspects of 

Obama’s gay rights agenda.  This is particularly true in the case of clergy, who presumably rely 

on scriptural cues that are generally interpreted as opposing homosexuality. 

 Responses to open-ended survey questions revealed findings contrary to conventional 

thinking on social regulatory policy beliefs.  Figure 5.5, below, illustrates the percentage of 

respondents opposed to Obama’s position on each issue.  
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Figure 5.5: Opposition to Aspects of Obama’s Gay Rights Agenda by Issue          

 

If black clergy maintained homogenous radical beliefs, one would expect consistent polarization 

across all aspects of Obama’s agenda.  That is clearly not the case here—predictably, the two 

issues that exhibited the highest degree of polarization were gay marriage and allowing gay and 

lesbian adoptions.  These two issues prompted the most spiritual frame responses from clergy:  

 

“On gay marriage, I stand with God’s word and our (COGIC) official statement.  Period.” –

COGIC Pastor J.J. 

 

“I support the biblical precepts that clearly depict marriage as a holy and godly union between a 

man and a woman sustained by love for the purpose of procreating the human race.” –NBC 

Pastor P.M.  

 

“Regarding gay and lesbian adoptions, this is a judgment call that is not wise.  Anything outside 

of wisdom based on biblical principles will eventually lead to death and destruction both 

spiritually and physically.  Not to mention emotionally, psychologically, etc.” –COGIC Pastor 

J.J. 

 

“I do not support the unnatural creation of the family; the coupling of two males and/or two 

females.  The male gender and the female gender are sacred and ordained by God the creator.” –

NBC Pastor P.M.  
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Other issues, however, not only prompted some support among respondents, but were less prone 

to evoke spiritual frame responses as well (responses surrounding the notion of homosexuality as 

“sinful” or contrary to scripture):  

 

Repeal of the military’s “don’t ask, don’t tell” policy  

 

“Gay people fought and died for this country; they should be treated with respect.” –AME Pastor 

B. H-W.   

 

“Concerned that this was even a policy.  I do not believe one’s sexuality either qualifies or 

disqualifies one for military service.” -- 

 

Prohibiting faith-based organizations receiving federal funding from discriminating 

against gays and lesbians in hiring 

 

 “I agree that if using tax dollars, you cannot discriminate against gays and lesbians, because they 

pay taxes.” –COGIC Pastor T.R. 

 

“The government should do what is in the country’s best interest.  Faith-based organizations are 

not entitled to federal funds.  If we don’t like the rules, then we can get our money elsewhere.” –

PNBC Pastor E.R. 

 

Including crimes against gays and lesbians in federal hate crimes legislation 
 

“Being black you should understand what it is to be discriminated against and not want anyone 

to go through this.” –AME Pastor H. 

 

“I agree with this legislation given that, regardless of one’s orientation, it does not give one the 

right to execute hate crimes upon them.  President Obama is not our pastor!” –NBC Pastor K.N. 

 

 

Despite most respondents expressing they did not agree with drawing similarities between the  

black and gay civil rights movements, those who relied on non-religious frames in their open-

ended responses drew heavily on rights-oriented discourse when defending their positions.   

Collectively, this data suggests that black clergy attitudes toward gay rights are far more 

complex than previously assumed, and that clergy are willing, on some issues (even within 

Obama’s gay rights agenda), to compartmentalize religious and secular beliefs (and use secular 
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discourse to frame beliefs).  In aggregate, respondents demonstrated a high degree of gradation 

in their positions on Obama’s gay rights agenda.  The small minority who opposed Obama on 

every aspect of his gay rights agenda did so in accordance with other cues found relevant in this 

research.  In particular, the only clergy opposing Obama in open-ended responses across the 

board were COGIC clergy, which further reinforces the importance of denomination as a 

behavioral cue.  With an understanding of how clergy compartmentalize beliefs on gay rights in 

hand, we can now assess what issues clergy seized on in 2012 to neutralize the “shock” of 

Obama’s support for gay marriage among congregants.    

 

5.5 The Pivot from Gay Rights Discourse 

In terms of timing, Obama had a very narrow window in 2012 to voice support for gay 

marriage.  Despite a difficult economic recovery that slowed black employment gains, his 

approval rating among blacks was high, and most blacks had a positive outlook on their 

economic futures.  Other key issues in the 2012 election, such as immigration reform, have 

traditionally been regarded with ambivalence by black voters.  Furthermore, black churchgoing 

voters were distrustful of Mitt Romney’s Mormon background, to the extent that a pro-Obama 

publication distributed in Virginia (a battleground state) by the Greater Hampton Roads 

Leadership Conference presented a side-by-side comparison of the religious beliefs of both 

candidates.  Reverend Lin Hill of Bethany Baptist Church (Chesapeake, VA), argued: “You’ve 

got a president who may be what we call a back-slidden Christian at worst, but he is one who has 

accepted Christ as Lord and savior.  So if folks are measuring the president by the standards that 

he’s a fallen Christian, well the other guy isn’t even in the same ballpark playing the same game, 

and they have to be aware of that” (quoted in Wallsten 2012).  Thus, on virtually every front, 
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Obama was a frontrunner among churchgoing blacks in early 2012; if he had waited until closer 

to the election to announce his support for gay marriage, he would have had very little time to 

repair any relationships that were damaged among black church leadership following his 

announcement.   

 Other than several conference calls with religious leaders following his gay marriage 

announcement (some with black church leaders, most with leaders from mainline 

denominations), Obama was primarily reactive in his dealings with black church leadership.  

This strategy essentially devolved responsibility for damage control to clergy.  With very few 

policies that resonated with blacks available to capitalize on (in an effort to counterbalance 

negative attitudes toward Obama’s gay rights agenda), some clergy resorted to downplaying the 

significance of the announcement in favor of other, less radical aspects of Obama’s social policy 

agenda.  In my interview with PNBC Pastor J.C., he noted: “While I had to discuss this issue, of 

course, I’m not really a person who would fight or oppose this.  As I said to my congregants, 

there are other pressing issues in my community and world that need more attention.”  Other 

clergy pivoted, in particular, toward affordable healthcare as one of the few issues resonating 

with blacks that Obama had made progress on since 2008.  As AME Pastor J.E. noted in his 

interview: “while I personally disagree with Obama’s support for gay rights, I do support the 

president’s policies on the economy and healthcare, specifically.  He’s done a great job on these 

issues, keeping in mind that he came to office after the economy had plummeted and was on a 

downward spiral.”    

 By most accounts, the “pivot” away from Obama’s gay rights agenda coincided with a 

huge push by the Obama Administration to enlist black church support for the Affordable Care 

Act.  Although the Affordable Care Act was passed in 2010, Supreme Court review and the 
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centrality of healthcare as a key election issue made the legislation particularly salient for black 

voters in 2012 (immediately following Obama’s gay marriage announcement). As the country 

moved toward the 2012 presidential election, it is not hyperbole to claim that Obamacare was a 

central issue, if not the central issue, for a majority of Americans.  Compared with whites, blacks 

have less access to employer-sponsored insurance coverage; according to a study by the Kaiser 

Family Foundation, less than half of all nonelderly blacks have private insurance coverage 

compared to 70 percent of nonelderly whites.   Medicaid offsets some of the coverage gap, but 

this amount varies significantly by state, leaving approximately 21 percent of all nonelderly 

blacks without insurance coverage of any kind.  (Duckett and Artiga 2013).    Thus, the 

Affordable Care Act not only resonated with black voters as a historically underinsured 

population, but was an important part of Obama’s first term legacy (that would most likely be 

repealed following a Romney victory).  In February, 2012, just prior to his gay marriage 

announcement, Obama reinforced the connection between his religious beliefs and affordable 

healthcare during remarks at the National Prayer Breakfast:  

And so when I talk about our financial institutions playing by the same rules as folks on 

Main Street, when I talk about making sure insurance companies aren’t discriminating 

against those who are already sick, or making sure that unscrupulous lenders aren’t taking 

advantage of the most vulnerable among us, I do so because I genuinely believe it will 

make the economy stronger for everybody. But I also do it because I know that far too 

many neighbors in our country have been hurt and treated unfairly over the last few 

years, and I believe in God’s command to “love thy neighbor as thyself” (Obama 2012).   

 

Polling in 2012 showed that only 24 percent of blacks favored repealing the Affordable 

Care Act, which affirmed that this was a salient election issue Obama (and clergy) could use to 

deflect criticism for his support for gay marriage.  Indeed, approximately one month after Obama 

publicly tied his support for the Affordable Care Act to spiritual beliefs, The White House and 
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the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) published a series of documents 

emphasizing the importance of the legislation for improving healthcare coverage for blacks: 

Over the next few years, the health care law will introduce new tools that will make a 

huge difference in the lives of millions of African-Americans, expanding access to health 

coverage to 34 million Americans, including nearly seven million African-Americans. 

Starting in 2014, Affordable Insurance Exchanges will serve as a one-stop marketplace 

for Americans, new tax credits will help families buy coverage, and Medicaid will be 

expanded to cover more low-income Americans (Jarrett 2012).   

 

These efforts paid off--when the Supreme Court ultimately reviewed the constitutionality of the 

Affordable Care Act in June, 2012, polling found that 60 percent of churchgoing blacks opposed 

the Court overturning the legislation, compared with only 34 percent of churchgoing whites 

(Public Religion Research Institute 2012).   

For the most part, the pivot away from gay rights and toward less radical social policy 

issues worked—gay rights, an issue that had been portrayed by conservative church leaders and 

media as central to the black churchgoing electorate, was actively neutralized by clergy in the 

months leading up to the election.  Vashti McKenzie, who ultimately became a national co-

chairperson of the Obama campaign noted: “there was a lot of discussion [of Obama’s support 

for gay marriage] in the beginning, but now most of it comes from the media rather than from the 

pews” (quoted in Wallsten 2012).  AME Zion Bishop Darryl Starnes agreed: “we do not believe 

in same sex marriage, but we do not believe that’s the only issue. There is more in the scriptures 

about treating the poor right than some of these other issues” (quoted in Banks 2012).        

The view that Obama’s support for gay marriage had “fizzled,” however, was not shared 

by all clergy (even liberals).  Reverend Tim McDonald, founder of the African-American 

Ministers Leadership Council argued: “I don’t see how you cannot talk about it.  I have to.  You 

can say I’m opposed to it [gay marriage], but that doesn’t mean I’m against the president…Three 

years ago, there was not even a conversation about this issue—there wasn’t even an 
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entertainment of a conversation on this (quoted in Blake 2012).  Bishop Carlton Pearson 

concurred: “a lot of preachers actually don’t have a theological issue.  It’s a business decision.  

They can’t afford to lose their parishioners and their parsonages and their salaries” (quoted in 

Blake 2012).  In an open letter read to his congregation from the pulpit, Reverend Otis Morris III  

argued:  

Gay and lesbian citizens did not cause the economic crash, foreclosures, and attack upon 

health care. Poor underfunded schools were not created because people desire equal 

protection under the law. We have much work to do as a community, and to claim the 

President of the United States must hold your theological position is absurd. He is 

President of the United States of America not the President of the Baptist convention or 

Bishop of the Sanctified or Holiness Church. He is called to protect the rights of Jew and 

Gentile, male and female, young and old, Gay and straight, black and white, Atheist and 

Agnostic. It should be noted the President offered no legislation, or executive order, or 

present an argument before the Supreme Court. He simply stated his personal conviction 

(quoted in Brachear 2012).  

 

My interviews with clergy confirm this “pivot” strategy.  AME Pastor M.L. opined: “I told my 

congregants that being black, you should understand what it is to be discriminated against, and 

not want anyone to have to go through this. Nevermind, though…when you think about all of the 

issues blacks face in this country, and all the things President Obama has done, on things like 

healthcare, there really is no choice.” COGIC Pastor C recalled: “On Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell, I 

told my congregants I really didn’t care…I’m really not certain of the impact of one’s ability to 

bear arms and protect the country that their sexual orientation would have.” AME Pastor J.C. 

shared an excerpt from a sermon:  

While I am saddened by his decision regarding so-called same sex marriage, I believe 

God can and will use this moment to awaken sincere Christians to the serious hour we 

face.  Some years ago, the Winans sang of our Lord Jesus Christ as “the only thing right 

left in a wrong world.”  Indeed, with pain in my heart, I still support President Obama’s 

re-election, as it will signal a better direction for America: affirming the healthcare law; 

appointments of balanced Supreme Court justices; developing urban policies; proposing 

educational initiatives; increased employment training programs for blacks; ending ill-

advised wars; redirecting financial resources; championing economic development; 

advocating social-justice policies; and more.  
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National conference leadership supported this compartmentalization, and official statements 

published after Obama’s gay marriage announcement provide insight into the “signal” sent by 

denominational leaders to clergy.  For example, although the AME Church’s official position is 

that it does not endorse political candidates, both President Obama and Michelle Obama were 

featured as keynote speakers at the 2008 and 2012 AME General Conferences, respectively, and 

the AME Church has endorsed many of Obama’s key social policy initiatives, including the 

Affordable Care Act.  Thus, although the AME Church might not officially endorse political 

candidates, the foregrounding of Obama prior to both the 2008 and 2012 presidential elections 

constitutes a de facto “signal” of endorsement to AME clergy. Furthermore, following Obama’s 

public support of gay marriage, AME and AME Zion church leadership quickly issued 

statements distinguishing his position on gay rights from his positions on other social policy 

issues relevant to blacks:  

The church embraces the ideal that all persons are beneficiaries of the grace of God; there 

remains a distinction between the rights of the state, and a rite of the church. 

We maintain our Biblical understanding that marriage is between a man and a woman. 

Our churches are precluded from performing such same sex rituals as a matter of our 

faith statement.  President Obama is in opposition with our church’s belief on that issue. 

However, it must be noted that in the areas of health care, student loan repayment, 

prolonged presence of children on their parents insurance plans, support of HBCU’s, and 

the regulation of the banking industry as it relates to consumers to name a few, the 

President’s positions are consistent with the interests of our congregant members. We are 

not a monolithic people. The issues, not an issue, become the nexus of our consideration 

(AME Zion Board of Bishops 2012).   

 

In 2012, the AME Church became embroiled in a conflict with the Coalition of African-

American Pastors (CAAP), which called on denominations of the black church to withdraw 

support for Obama following his public endorsement of gay marriage.  In a letter by CAAP,  

signatories wrote that “President Obama is the fulfillment of our dream for our sons—and he has 

broken our hearts by using his power and position to endorse as a civil right something that is 
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simply wrong…some things are bigger than the next election” (CAAP 2012).  Although CAAP 

called upon the AME Church to withdraw support for Obama, an erroneous report posted to 

charismanews.com (A Christian website) suggested the AME Church conceded to CAAP and 

had officially withdrawn “support” for Obama over his gay marriage endorsement.  Leaders of 

the AME Church were quick to distance themselves from CAAP, however, and deny the veracity 

of the charismanews.com report:  

As a denomination, we do not endorse candidates for any political office.  As such, we 

cannot “withdraw” support from President Obama because we cannot endorse any 

candidate for political office and did not endorse the president.  No organization has been 

authorized to speak for the AME Church…Contrary to the report, neither the AME 

Church nor its leadership is involved with or partnering with the Coalition of African-

American Pastors (quoted in LeClaire 2012).   

 

The CME Church had begun compartmentalizing beliefs on gay rights as early as 2006.  

For example, during the 2006 General Conference, the CME College of Bishops issued a formal 

statement on how same-sex marriage should be weighed against other social policy concerns:  

The Christian Methodist Episcopal Church therefore believes and affirms that marriage is 

ordained by God to be without exception a union between male and female. In 

accordance therewith, it is unalterably opposed to any designation, prohibits its ministers 

from performing rites or ceremonies, and does not recognize in any sense as marriage any 

mono-sexus (i.e., “same sex”) conjoining of persons…The CME Church is also concerned 

about the emotional mis-representation of the threat of mono-sexus relationships have on the 

institution of marriage.  Present society, along with the dire legacies of slavery and 

discrimination, present grave threats to marriage and the family.  Especially is this true with 

respect to many African American families. It is disgraceful, however, to ignore the 

deleterious effects that racism, poverty, injustice and misdirected governmental policy have 

had and are having on marriage and claim preposterously that “same sex” marriage threatens 

the institution of marriage.  In none of the states in which same sex marriages have been 

made illegal by constitutional amendments has the number of babies born out of wedlock 

decreased, divorce rates declined, abuse of little children ceased or incestuous practices 

waned (CME Church 2006). 

 

CME’s formal response to Obama’s endorsement of gay marriage paralleled the AME response, and, 

following Obama’s 2012 reelection, the CME Commission on Social Justice and Human Concerns 

issued a statement congratulating Obama and reinforcing their support of his social policy agenda:  
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The Commission on Social Justice and Human Concerns of the Christian Methodist 

Episcopal (CME) Church congratulates President Barack H. Obama for clinching his bid 

for re-election on Tuesday, November 6, 2012.  We urge all members and friends of the 

CME Church to pray and support the President as he works to unite the nation and 

provide the blessings of democracy both here and abroad.  In particular, we stand firm 

with the President in his work to protect and expand the right of all Americans to fair 

access to health care; his work with Congress to back America off the “fiscal cliff” while 

protecting the poor and bolstering the middle class; his efforts to continue growing our 

economy; and his work to better streamline America’s military and the systems to 

support our troops both in the field and at home (CME Church 2012).  

Like the Methodist conferences, NBC, NBCA, and PNBC Church leadership were 

careful to distinguish the denomination’s spiritual conflict with Obama’s position on gay rights 

from their de facto support of other aspects of his policy agenda.  A letter by NBC leadership in 

June 2012, echoes the sentiments of AME leadership shortly after Obama’s announcement:  

The National Baptist Convention, USA, Incorporated does not dictate to its constituent 

churches what position to take on issues because we believe in the autonomy of the local 

church. However, the National Baptist Convention, USA, Inc. affirms that marriage is a 

sacred biblical covenant between a man and a woman.  While many disagree and others 

agree with President Obama on the issue of same-sex marriage, let it be crystal clear that 

we are not a one-issue oriented convention.  Indeed, we have great appreciation for our 

President and for many of the stands that he has taken. For example, we appreciate his 

positions on health care reform, public education, student college loans, ending of the war 

in Iraq, leading in turning around the U. S. automobile industry, expanding Pell Grant 

spending, expanding health care for children, providing payment to wronged minority 

farmers, framing a foreign policy that has improved America’s image in the global 

community and advocating freedom and justice for all people, regardless of race, creed, 

color, ethnic background or gender. 

 

NBC and NBCA also joined AME in distancing the denomination from CAAP.  Following 

CAAP’s call for the black church to withdraw support from Obama, Amos Brown, pastor of the 

Third Baptist Church in San Francisco, argued: “We as black Baptists are not single-issue 

persons, and we see more important things than getting stuck on this matter of whether or not 

there should be same-sex marriages” (quoted in Hoff 2012).   

While Obama has not been as public in his activities with the NBC, NBCA, and PNBC  

Churches as with the AME Church, leadership of all three denominations were included on a 
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task force of black faith-based leaders Obama assembled to consult on implementation of the 

Affordable Care Act.  Furthermore, in an open letter to Obama signed by NBC President 

Reverend Dr. Julius R. Scruggs, the signatories affirmed:   

Historically, over seven million African Americans have been uninsured and denied 

access to care with devastating consequences. The Affordable Care Act provides African 

Americans, along with Americans of all nationalities, access to desperately needed 

quality health care.  We affirm our support for the Affordable Care Act. We understand 

that over time aspects of the Act will be revised as government learns more and to-be-

expected administrative glitches will be appropriately addressed but it is essential that we 

work aggressively with what we have right now. We cannot afford to put this off any 

longer.  Any further delay will have catastrophic effects on the nation’s uninsured (NBC 

2012).   

 

Clergy from all three Baptist conventions have followed suit by encouraging enrollment in 

Obamacare at the congregational level.  Dr. Carroll Baltimore, President of PNBC, issued a letter 

to clergy in late 2013 encouraging them to provide congregants with information on Obamacare 

enrollment:  

The United States of America boasts of being one of the richest nations in the world, and 

now we have an avenue to provide affordable healthcare for the most vulnerable of our 

society and those who just need help making ends meet. All of us know someone who 

needs healthcare coverage at an affordable cost. We also know individuals that have pre-

existing conditions, and maybe even those whose lives have been turned upside down by 

staggering medical bills. The “Affordable Care Act” law from President Obama and 

passed by the Congress secures your future, and the future of generations to come. 

Starting October 1, 2013, the new healthcare law will allow you and others to purchase 

health insurance through a new online marketplace at www.healthcare.gov where you can 

find your state’s online marketplace.  Additionally, it is vitally important that our small 

children, youth and young adults also sign up for insurance made available to them 

through the “Affordable Care Act.” They represent the generations that are leading us 

into the future, and they must be healthy and well in order to thrive, lead and succeed 

(Baltimore, 2013). 

 

Thus, although NBC, NBCA, and PNBC have never explicitly endorsed Obama as a candidate, 

activism supporting the Affordable Care Act, which is arguably the most prominent (and 

controversial) social policy of Obama’s presidency, has served as a de facto endorsement of 

Obama by all three Baptist conventions of the black church.  
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 As the only Pentecostal denomination included in this study, the response of COGIC 

national leadership to Obama’s support for gay marriage was predictably more conservative than 

the Baptist or Methodist conferences. Unlike the Baptist or Methodist conferences, for example, 

COGIC’s official statement did not reinforce distinctions between Obama’s gay marriage 

endorsement and other aspects of his policy agenda: 

In direct response to President Barack Obama’s public statement of support for same sex 

marriage, the Church of God in Christ, Inc. (COGIC), reiterates its position on same sex 

marriage. The General Assembly of the Church of God in Christ, adopted a position 

statement on April 13, 2004. Our belief remains unchanged. We, the Presiding Bishop, 

the General Board and the Board of Bishops of the Church of God in Christ, solemnly 

proclaim that the institution of marriage was established and ordained by God (Genesis 

2:24). Therefore “God created man in his own image, in the image of God created he 

him, male and female created he them” (Genesis 1:27). He created “the woman for the 

man” (I Corinthians 11:9). Therefore, “marriage is honorable” (Hebrews 13:4).  We 

believe that since the beginning of recorded history, in most cultures of the world; 

marriage has been defined as the lawful union of one man and one woman. The 

traditional form of marriage is one of the bedrock institutions of most societies. We, 

therefore, affirm the preservation of the present definition of marriage as being the legal 

union of one man and one woman as husband and wife.  Therefore, in spite of the 

progressive normalization of alternative lifestyles and the growing legal acceptance of 

same-sex unions; we declare our opposition to any deviation from traditional marriages 

of male and female. Notwithstanding the rulings of the court systems of the land in 

support of same-sex unions; we resolve that the Church of God in Christ stand resolutely 

firm and never allow the sanctioning of same-sex marriages by its clergy nor recognize 

the legitimacy of such unions (COGIC 2012).   

Furthermore, COGIC national leadership was not included in Obama’s meeting with black faith-

based leaders on the Affordable Care Act, and COGIC clergy have exhibited more internal 

conflict than other denominations over supporting healthcare reform.  The weak relationship 

between COGIC and the Obama Administration is a sharp departure from the presidency of 

George W. Bush, who consulted COGIC leadership on many aspects of his social policy agenda, 

including government funding of faith-based organizations (Smith 2005: 194).  
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5.6 Summary 

In this Chapter, I relied on qualitative data to refine the quantitative analysis presented in 

Chapter 4.  There were three key issues I hoped to identify through analyzing open-ended survey 

and interview responses.  First, my quantitative analysis of narrative frames around various 

aspects of Obama’s gay rights agenda confirmed the relevance of cues I associated with public 

discourse on Obama’s gay rights agenda in Chapter 4 (education, gender, perception of national 

conference leadership alignment with Obama’s gay rights, alignment of personal beliefs on gay 

rights with Obama’s beliefs).  Second, I verified that, contrary to prevailing theories of ideology 

on social regulatory policy, black clergy, rather than exhibiting binary attitudes toward Obama’s 

gay rights agenda, exhibit a continuum of frames to defend their beliefs (largely secular frames, 

in the case of the military’s “don’t ask, don’t tell” policy and including gays in federal hate 

crimes legislation, to more scriptural frames around issues such as gay marriage and gay and 

lesbian adoption).  This finding not only suggests the possibility of mainstream discourse among 

black clergy in this space, but that clergy beliefs and rhetoric may be compartmentalized 

according to “secular” and “scriptural” frames.  Finally, I probed how this compartmentalization 

played out in preaching, finding that the timing of Obama’s support for gay marriage allowed 

clergy to pivot away from gay marriage and toward more mainstream social policy issues 

(support for the Affordable Care Act, in particular).  Finally, I asserted that national conference 

“signals” in the aftermath of Obama’s announcement were leveraged by clergy (principally in 

non-pentecostal denominations) as a source of capital when compartmentalizing their preaching. 

 In Chapter 6, I will reinforce that it is the distinctive character and standing of black 

clergy that allowed compartmentalization to work as a political strategy (and which distinguishes 

the black church experience around gay rights from the white evangelical experience).  Finally, I 
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will note limitations of this study, directions for future research, and the broader implications of 

the findings outline in this project for faith and politics in the United States.  
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CHAPTER SIX 

CONCLUSION 

“They are trying to stand on the backs of real civil rights characters that stood up for what they 

believe regardless of who they were dealing with.  I detest the Obama Administration for calling 

it a civil rights movement.  It’s not a civil rights movement.  It’s a civil wrongs movement.   

 

-CAAP President and Founder Reverend Bill Owens 

 

“Why would you even suggest, after first fighting for the right to vote, should we give that right 

back now because someone disagrees with your denominational views?  They are dealing with 

an issue that goes beyond theological debate.  Justice doesn’t mean ‘just us.’  Justice is what love 

looks like in public policy.”  

 

-Reverend Al Sharpton 

 

 

6.1  Summary of Findings and Project Limitations 

 

Throughout this dissertation, I have provided evidence of three phenomena that contribute to 

understanding clerical politics within the black church.  First, I found that, when framing public 

discourse related to Obama’s gay rights agenda, clergy actively and continuously evaluated and 

monitored their congregation’s attitudes toward Obama. This modifies current scholarship on 

cues affecting clergy decision-making by reinforcing that clergy (at least in the black church) 

assess reference group attitudes toward in-group role models, as well as public policy issues.  

Second, I found that the decision to support or oppose Obama’s gay rights agenda in public is 

associated with several key sociodemographic and contextual variables, including education 

level, gender, alignment of personal beliefs on gay rights with Obama’s beliefs, and perception 

of national conference leadership support for Obama’s gay rights agenda.  Third, I found that, 

contrary to scholarship asserting uniformly radical beliefs on gay rights, black clergy 

demonstrate a continuum of beliefs on this issue, with some aspects of Obama’s gay rights 

agenda discussed using secular frames, and others using spiritual frames.  Clergy position along 
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this continuum was largely determined by variables I found relevant in the decision to support or 

oppose Obama in public.  Finally, through analyses of open-ended survey responses, interview 

data, and national conference behavior, I argued that the timing of Obama’s public support of 

gay marriage gave clergy the opportunity to pivot toward less radical social policy issues (the 

Affordable Care Act, in particular) as a means of balancing their opposition to gay rights with 

overall electoral support for Obama. 

 Before discussing the broader implications of this study, and directions for future 

research, some important limitations of this project should be addressed.  Foremost, the measure 

I used to assess clergy discourse on Obama’s gay rights agenda is a self-reported measure.  As 

this project concerned clergy perception of their own behavior (and the impact their behavior 

might have on reference group standing), this measure is appropriate, but obviously subjective.  

Future studies might analyze the actual text of sermons to objectively assess 

compartmentalization strategies and frames used when preaching on controversial social 

regulatory issues.  Furthermore, although much of the data I compiled were consistent with the 

hypotheses I established for this study, my response/participation rate was disappointingly low. 

Many of the associations I found should therefore be understood as suggestive, rather than 

conclusive (especially insofar as lack of time and resources prevented me from conducting 

additional interviews).  These limitations are particularly relevant in my finding limited 

association between partisanship and clergy discourse on Obama.  Previous scholarship has 

found a strong correlation between race and Democratic Party identification among blacks 

(Fauntroy 2007; Philpot 2007). At the outset of this study, I expected a strong correlation 

between partisanship and supporting/opposing Obama in public.  As the data presented in 

Chapters 4 and 5, indicate, this was not the case, and I surmise that, with a larger sample size, 
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partisanship might have been a more significant predictor variable (although, as I implied 

throughout, given the alignment of several denominations with party agendas, it is entirely 

plausible that denomination is serving as crude proxy for partisanship in this case).    

 In terms of the subject of this dissertation, one can argue that the phenomenon of clergy 

compartmentalization around Obama’s gay rights agenda is limited in scope: more than two 

years have passed since the 2012 election, and trends indicating the steady liberalization of black 

attitudes on gay rights render this analysis moot. Furthermore, Obama’s standing as an in-group 

role model might have been unique relative to other black elected officials 

(compartmentalization might not be a prevalent strategy in response to competing role models 

with less standing).  Nonetheless, evaluating if and how black clergy incorporate Obama’s 

behavior as a cue in their decision-making process provides insight into an institution whose 

importance in understanding the interplay between race, faith, and American politics is widely 

assumed, but grossly understudied (at least in any systematic way).  In addition, as more black 

politicians assume office, clergy will be increasingly forced to grapple with potential conflicts 

between deeply-held spiritual beliefs and congregant solidarity with competing in-group role 

models.  Finally, focusing on how black clergy compartmentalize beliefs and discourse 

distinguishes political behavior and action in the black church from other denominations 

(evangelicals, for example) that have shown single-issue realignment toward the Republican 

Party.  Collectively, then, the broader implications of this research are meaningful in assessing 

the current role and trajectory of the black church in American politics, and differentiating the 

behavior of black church elites from elites in other religious denominations.  
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6.2 The Evangelical Divide, Media, and the Black Church    

 Of the parallels that can be drawn between the black church and other faith traditions, the 

comparison with white evangelical traditions may be the most instructive.  Although the 

historical development of black church and white evangelical traditions markedly differ, both 

share several characteristics, including a charismatic worshipping style, strong literalist beliefs, 

and a legacy of political activism.  Unlike black churchgoing voters, though, 79 percent of white 

evangelical voters supported Romney in the 2012 election—an increase from 73 percent support 

for John McCain in 2008.  Despite conservative activism around Obama’s public support of gay 

marriage, as well as several state-level anti-abortion and gay marriage ballots, white evangelicals 

were unable to gain traction for their social policy agenda in the 2012 election. The question, 

however, is what differentiates the black church from white evangelical denominations, in terms 

of translating beliefs on social regulatory policy into actual political behavior.  As this study and 

others have shown, despite conservative beliefs on gay rights (relative to other denominations), 

black churchgoers support political candidates whose beliefs on this issue differ from theirs.  

This phenomenon can be explained in various ways, including perception of racial solidarity 

with candidates, multi-issue voting, or overestimation of black single-issue voting in scholarship 

and media. All of these explanations are plausible, but none provide much insight into the 

mechanics of compartmentalization.  I contend that a significant factor driving this 

compartmentalization, and which distinguishes the black church from evangelical 

denominations, is the extraordinary status of black clergy.   

The two most prominent evangelical resurgences of the past century were the result of 

radical political shock: during the 1920s, in response to Prohibition, and during the 1980s, in 

response to the federal government expanding its role in social regulatory policy.  Nonetheless, 
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Jelen (1994) argues that evangelical clergy face significant theological obstacles to political 

mobilization.  Foremost, the ministerial priorities of white evangelical clergy are shaped around 

an “agentic,” or individualistic, theology, rather than around communal or collective interests.  

The preeminent concern for evangelicals is the individual’s spiritual rebirth in Christ’s image.  

As a result, evangelical clergy often prioritize flaws in personal morality as central to their 

political beliefs.  This focus on the “personal” both narrows the evangelical political agenda and 

limits the potential for a general strategy of evangelical political mobilization.  Evangelicals 

therefore tend to vote Republican (overwhelmingly in the last three presidential elections) 

because the Republican Party holds the notion of personal responsibility as the keystone of its 

political philosophy.  Evangelical political activism also tends to be single-issue; because 

evangelicals are largely concerned with issues of personal morality, they are disinclined to be 

animated by issues that are less radical (and more attributable to “systemic” factors).  By 

extension, this “narrowing” of the evangelical political agenda provides clergy with less 

opportunity to “pivot” toward less radical issues as a strategy for compartmentalizing beliefs.        

As Chapters 2 and 3 reinforce, the theology of the black church, and the historical dearth 

of black secular thought leaders, have allowed clergy to assume unique standing as in-group role 

models.  Foremost, unlike evangelical theology, the theology of the black church is predicated 

upon a social gospel tradition emphasizing collective political, economic, and social 

emancipation. Even in the early stages of the black church’s development, scripture was 

employed as a means of enabling black claims to political, economic, and social incorporation.  

Black pastors, as brokers of the church’s social gospel mission, became central in using scripture 

to animate political mobilization. Data presented in Chapters 4 and 5 reinforce that black clergy 

actively promote synergies between spiritual and political belief formation and feel an obligation 
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to educate congregants on political issues.  The barriers to political mobilization by clergy that 

Jelen identified in his research on evangelical churches are therefore not present in the black 

church.      

Beyond differences between evangelical and black churches around theology and pastoral 

obligations, many scholars have noted that the charismatic leadership of black clergy often 

assumes an authoritarian character:   

Debate and dissent within the minority community are often interpreted as disloyalty to 

the minority cause; consequently the leadership that develops is often not based on a 

rational discussion of issues but on direction imposed by the leader.  Minority charismatic 

leadership is often antidiscursive and antidemocratic and tends to be authoritarian (House 

1988: 163).   

 

Peterson (2003) notes that this authoritarian leadership is especially prominent in cases involving 

public criticism of black role models:  

Black people tell each other that a black should not criticize a fellow black in the 

company of whites.  These blacks who do have clear vision and state the truth are called 

“sellouts,” “traitors to the cause,” or “Uncle Toms.”  We have been made to feel guilty if 

we dare to disagree with black ministers of any stripe.   

 

However, as my research has shown, in the case of Obama, this accountability works both ways; 

in the 2012 election, black clergy used compartmentalization as a strategy for balancing spiritual 

concerns with electoral support for Obama.  At the same time, clergy were cognizant of their 

congregation’s attitudes toward Obama’s gay rights agenda, and relied on these cues to establish 

the “boundaries” of discourse on this issue.  This bi-directional signaling suggests a new era for 

the black church, in which the “authoritarian” nature of the black pastor is eroded through 

competition with secular political in-group role models. 

 In terms of the salience of gay rights as an issue within the black church, many of the 

clergy I spoke with felt that media had overestimated the importance of this issue to black 

churchgoing voters in the 2012 election.  COGIC Reverend T.S. noted:  
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In my opinion, the source of the discrepancy is continued ignorance concerning the 

convictions and experiences of African-Americans (churchgoers and non-churchgoers) 

that motivate people of color.  Although I have no statistical data on this issue, I believe 

that most African-Americans believe that homosexuality is a sin.  There is not a 

disconnect between politics and religion, but faith concerns are not the only concerns that 

generate results at the ballot box.  Sometimes, the choice is made between the lesser of 

two evils.   

 

When asked why he felt Obama succeeded in 2008 and 2012 despite his position on gay rights, 

Reverend T.S. downplayed the significance of Obama’s partisanship and reinforced both racial 

affinity and the broad appeal of Obama’s agenda to blacks:  

He was the first realistic candidate for the presidency that some African-Americans had 

seen in their lifetime; it didn’t matter that he was a Democrat; it mattered that he was 

black, articulate, and very likeable; he didn’t derail his agenda of change by too much 

information; he didn’t let homosexuality in any way become the main thing or receive 

derailing attention. I believe the turnout in his second election was strong because: 1) the 

re-election of Obama was personal (give the black man another chance), 2) Americans 

were afraid of the other choice (not just Governor Romney but everyone and everything 

coming behind his election to office) than they were of a disputed but known agenda, 3) 

the other currents affecting the national agenda (employment, race, division between rich 

and poor) were so strong that the homosexual conversation ultimately didn’t matter in the 

communities of minorities and the economically abused (the mortgage wickedness, the 

betrayal of hope for retirement, no correction for the thieves in suits and ties, the growing 

number of people who are being injured of all races).   

 

AME Pastor M.H.S. concurred:  

 

I shared my personal support for the President as a politician and leader of the country 

and not a spiritual leader.  The bigger issue is overall rights of every individual, and in 

my opinion President Obama is the best leader for our country on those issues.  I 

personally don’t agree with marriage of homosexuals; however, I do believe that legal 

rights should be established concerning medical decisions, children, and finances.     

 

Similarly, NBC pastor J.C. argues that the media, particularly in the 2012 election, seized 

on the issue of gay rights as a means of manufacturing a wedge issue within the black church:  
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Not only does the media misunderstand the way African-Americans worship or see God, 

most people outside the context do.  So I was not surprised to see and hear such one-

sided reporting during the election.  In large part, the way I saw it, the African-American 

church supported President Obama’s re-election effort.  The media for the most part 

attempted to muddy the water with reports like the African-American church didn’t 

support; they were wrong.  All black churches may not agree with everything, but they 

know Obama was the right choice for president.  

 

The treatment of black churches as monolithic has been a concern throughout the Obama 

Administration.  Shortly after the Reverend Wright controversy, black megachurch pastor T.D. 

Jakes (2008) expressed grave concern regarding the media’s portrayal of the black church:  

To say the current picture in the media of the institution that I have loved all of my life is 

less than flattering would be an understatement.  And because I know that many 

Americans unfortunately do not venture outside of the comfort of their own groups for 

worship, the only understanding some will have of who we are is based largely on sound 

bites and media portrayals…I am afraid that once again our churches will be victimized 

by stereotypical ideas and opinions that are based in whole or in part by the extreme and 

not the norm.  The church I have read about in the media—a church filled with 

divisiveness, a lack of tolerance for other ethnic groups, a church not focused on helping 

the downtrodden and less fortunate, a church filled with hostility—does not remotely 

resemble the churches that I grew up around and have loved for more than 50 years.         

 

The question, though, is why media covering the black church presented such polarizing 

accounts of clergy reaction to Obama’s gay rights agenda.  As my research has shown, although 

black churchgoers and clergy demonstrate more conservative attitudes toward gay rights than 

those in other denominations, these attitudes have liberalized significantly since Obama took 

office.  The correlation between these two phenomena has yet to be confirmed, but the 

chronology of black attitude liberalization and the liberalization of Obama’s gay rights agenda 

throughout his administration is highly suggestive of a positive association (a general societal 

shift in attitudes).  The data presented in this dissertation also finds that, contrary to media 

portrayals casting black clergy attitudes toward gay rights as monolithic, clergy exhibit a 

continuum of beliefs on gay rights, from more conservative views on issues such as gay marriage 

and adoption to more progressive views on repealing the military’s “don’t ask, don’t tell” policy 
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and including crimes against gays in federal hate crimes legislation. Overall, however, my 

findings did not suggest that black clergy exhibit beliefs on gay rights that are any more or less 

radical than clergy from other denominations. Furthermore, a vast majority of clergy that 

exhibited conservative beliefs on gay rights, and who spoke out against Obama’s gay rights 

agenda in public, ultimately planned on voting for him in the 2012 election. These contradictions 

between perceptions of the black church in media (and scholarship, for that matter) are rooted in 

a fundamental misunderstanding of the church’s multidimensionality.   

 Many scholars have noted that understanding the black church from a monolithic 

perspective ignores the dialectical tensions that have existed within the church since its founding.  

Lincoln and Mamiya (1990) articulate six dialectical (and contradictory) tensions in the black 

church: the dialectic between priestly (promoting spiritual life among congregants) and prophetic 

(educating congregants on political issues affecting the faith); the dialectic between universalism 

and particularism; the dialectic between “other-worldly” and “this-worldly” concerns; the 

dialectic between the communal and the private; the dialectic between the charismatic and the 

bureaucratic (whether authority is invested in a pastor or a denominational hierarchy); and the 

dialectic between resistance and accommodation.  All of these dialectics embody the notion that 

the theology of the black church may be distinguished from “Christendom” by the centrality of 

the black racial experience in spiritual life.  Tate (1994) explains that this duality is not always 

contradictory: “by merging the quest for political emancipation with its otherworldly promise, 

the black church sustained its duality by serving the spiritual and early needs of an oppressed 

people.  This dichotomy is not as great as it may appear.  Heaven may be interpreted as the 

ultimate state of freedom, an extension of the earthly freedom quest.  African Americans then 

could protest against their earthly oppression at the same time they soothed their souls.”  The 
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compartmentalization phenomenon I articulate in this project can therefore be understood as 

another example of duality in the black church; a contradiction which can only be sustained by 

clergy as both political and spiritual brokers.  

 Dialectical tensions within the black church have been grossly misunderstood by the 

media, which has fallen back heavily on the black “mythic hero” archetype when identifying 

church leaders as political brokers.  This archetype has significant implications for how the 

public policy agenda of churchgoing blacks is represented—according to Shupe and Eliasson-

Nannini (2012), many radical church leaders are accepted by black media averse to a “sellout” 

label and, and by white media as a result of reverse identity salience.  As Kennedy (2008) 

contends, black media who criticize or attack black leaders are often stigmatized as “sellouts:” 

When used in a racial context among African Americans, “sellout” is a derogatory term 

that refers to blacks who knowingly or with gross negligence act against the interest of 

blacks as a whole…someone who is dangerously antagonistic to blacks’ well-being.  He 

is worse than an enemy (4-5).   

 

This aversion of black media to the “sellout” label has led many black scholars to criticize the 

black media for uncritically accepting charisma in lieu of meaningful leadership (Kennedy 2008; 

Williams 2006). As a result:      

as far as the black media and other black spokespersons are concerned, attacking or 

critically reviewing the actions of black celebrities (with the exception of addictive or 

libidinous black athletes) by other blacks in the media is often considered selling out.  

This reality forces some black journalists to walk a delicately strung tightrope (Shupe and 

Eliasson-Nannini 2012: 144). 

 

The consequences of this “chilling” effect are clear; the overall tendency has been for black 

media to adopt a passive and uncritical perspective toward prominent black leaders.  

Consequently, radical voices within the black church are often validated by black media, which 

conveys the impression that these voices represent the “bellwether” of black faith-based 

communities.    
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 White media, on the other hand, often exhibit what Shupe and Eliasson Nannini (2012) 

call “white guilt” or “reverse identity salience.”  This is largely based on a “personal and 

indiscriminate psychology of mea culpa ‘atonement’ toward blacks in general (i.e., as a 

category); a decided, almost driven cultivation of African American music, art, and theater; and a 

relentless search for black approval” (Hacker 1992 50).  Colton (1989) argues that this 

phenomenon was most apparent in Jesse Jackson’s 1988 presidential campaign: 

Unfortunately, reporters feared that any criticism of Jackson would be construed as 

racism.  For most, there seemed no solution, no way out.  Even those traveling with 

Jackson, who knew more about his mercurial personality, would not dare write about it.  

And the more powerful he became, the more they realized that they would have to temper 

any criticism if they were to be allowed to continue following him, not only in this 

campaign but in the future (186).   

 

 The convergence of these two phenomena (black media “sellout” aversion and white media 

guilt/reverse identity salience) is that, in general, media tends to rely on brokers who speak 

“loudest” and who do not necessarily capture the thrust of black clergy opinion on public policy 

issues.  Although the media narrative surrounding black leadership presents a direction for future 

study, I hypothesize that it is this superficial treatment of black clerical politics that has 

encouraged media to represent gay rights as a hypersalient issue for black churchgoers.          

     

6.3 Implications and Directions for Future Research 

 Returning to the question raised at the outset of this dissertation, my findings suggest that 

the process through which elites incorporate perception of constituent attitudes into their 

decision-making processes is remarkably complex and deserves further study.  Calfano’s 

research on clergy decision-making processes seeks to resolve this lacuna, but such research is 

still in its infancy.  In political science, broadly, research on how political elites interpret and 

respond to constituent attitudes is hardly new.  A study conducted by Miller and Stokes (1963), 
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for example, found that politicians have very imperfect information about the attitudes of their 

constituents.  Subsequent research on this subject, however, yielded very few concrete findings, 

with some research finding a “reasonable” association between actual constituent attitudes and 

elite perception of these attitudes (McCrone and Kuklinski 1979) and other research finding a 

“scandalously low” association (Brand 1969).  With very little agreement across this scholarship, 

and very little attention paid to the mechanisms at work in elite perception formation, this field of 

inquiry is ripe for development (particularly insofar as contemporary research techniques have 

made it easier than ever to obtain accurate representations of constituent attitudes).  Broockman 

and Skovron (2013) conducted an analysis similar to Miller and Stokes (with a far larger 

sample), and confirmed that it is “clear that politicians are generally fairly wrong about their 

constituents’ views.  In fact, elementary calculations suggests that the typical politician errs in 

her assessment of district opinion on issues by about 20 percentage points” (2013: 17).  Even 

more compelling, Broockman and Skovron found a “substantial and pervasive conservative bias” 

in respondent perception of district opinion around social policy issues (including gay marriage):  

The preponderance of the politicians in our sample—more than three-fourths, 

consistently underestimate support for and overestimate opposition to these policies 

among their constituents. Put differently, for the typical politician to believe that these 

policies command majority support, it appears that public support would need to 

pass a threshold of close to 60% (2013: 17).   

 

This finding, they note, is consistent with previous surveys suggesting elites overestimate the 

conservatism of their constituents (Kull and Ramsay 2002).   

 The findings of Brockman and Skovron on misperception of constituent attitudes among 

political elites can also be applied to our understanding of decision-making among voluntary 

elites, such as clergy.  Although voluntary elites are not seeking elected office, they nonetheless 

must take constituent attitudes into account when deciding whether or not to execute 
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controversial decisions (including the decision to publicly discuss their views on controversial 

public policy issues). Certainly my findings support this perspective, and perhaps extend this 

thinking to include canvassing perception on both attitudes on issues and competing in-group role 

models.  The concern, however, is asymmetry between actual constituent attitudes and perceived 

constituent attitudes.   

Technological advances in acquiring information suggest that assessing the actual 

attitudes of constituents should be easier than ever before; nonetheless, as this dissertation has 

identified, there is a tendency for clergy to overestimate constituent attitudes on both sides of a 

controversial issue.  This overestimation has two important implications—one that is generally 

applicable to secular and voluntary elites, and one that is specific to the black church. First, the 

overarching concern with asymmetry between actual constituent attitudes and elite perception of 

constituent attitudes is that elites who have misperceived constituent attitudes will be less 

accountable to their constituents.  This contradiction creates a significant principal-agent 

problem that diminishes the impact of active political and civic engagement.  The normative 

concerns with this disconnect are clear in the case of secular elites—as elected officials, they 

have a responsibility to their constituents to understand and execute their preferences.  The 

obligations of voluntary elites are more ambiguous—perhaps these elites should be treated as 

analogous to corporate elites (in terms of their obligations to shareholders).  This analogy might 

be appropriate for some, but not all, voluntary associations.  Given the important political 

brokerage role of black clergy (in lending political voice to the historically voiceless), I would 

argue they do have an obligation to reduce (to the extent possible) asymmetry between actual 

congregant attitudes and their perception of congregant attitudes.  If such an asymmetry 
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continues, clergy will only increase the likelihood that their congregants will turn to competing 

in-group models to assume the “broker” role.     

The second implication of elite misperception of constituent attitudes is unique to the 

black church.  As this dissertation has argued, for the better part of its history, the black church 

has been an authoritarian institution.  Without competing in-group role models, clergy have 

enjoyed considerable latitude in shaping and brokering congregant beliefs.  With the ascendancy 

of more black secular role models, there is the potential for a marketplace of ideas to emerge in 

which black political support is mobilized around leaders (secular or voluntary) who spend more 

time acquiring accurate information from their constituents. This would not only increase the 

accountability of black clergy, but would also create more opportunity for congregants who have 

been without voice to actively participate in the life of their churches.   

Another compelling question, though, concerns the means by which secular and 

voluntary elites acquire information on constituent attitudes, and the “weight” elites attach to this 

information in their decision-making processes.  This dissertation, for example, finds that 

perception of congregant attitudes matter in a pastor’s decision-making process, but it does not 

explore how clergy acquire information on congregant attitudes.  Is it the case that there are 

formal opportunities for congregants to share their perspectives with clergy, or are clergy simply 

acquiring this information anecdotally, from a highly vocal minority of congregants? How 

attitudes are communicated is a concern both in the relationship between congregants and clergy, 

but also in the relationship between clergy and denominations, which were found to have a 

significant role in shaping the clergy decision-making process.  To assess the nature of these 

“signals,” more in-depth, qualitative research is required, including more interviews with clergy, 

and congregants, than I was able to accomplish in this research.   
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Generally, however, there has been a dearth of empirical work in political science on 

clerical politics in the black church.  As I noted throughout this dissertation, most of the work 

that has been done has not been systematic, and has not attempted to assess the specific 

mechanics of clergy decision-making.  The major findings of this dissertation are that, first, 

black clergy incorporate perceptions of their congregation’s attitudes toward secular in-group 

role models when deciding whether or not to speak out on controversial issues.  Second, when 

trying to balance overall electoral support for a secular in-group role model with spiritual 

repudiation of part of his/her public policy agenda, a majority of clergy will compartmentalize 

belief and rhetoric by de-emphasizing opposing views and “pivoting” toward more palatable 

policy issues.  This modifies Calfano’s model of clergy decision-making by introducing 

perceptions of in-group role model support/opposition into a pastor’s risk assessment (as 

opposed to perceptions of congregant attitudes toward public policy issues).  The implications of 

this are clear: as the number of black elected officials increases, clergy will increasingly be 

forced to negotiate with secular in-group role models for legitimacy as political brokers.  How 

they negotiate these dynamics will, as this dissertation suggests, depend on a range of 

sociodemographic, ideological, and contextual cues influencing their risk appetite.  If, for 

example, the number of women clergy accelerates, or if educational standards become more 

rigorous for ordination, a demographic shift in church leadership might prompt more frequent 

compartmentalization around gay rights, or outright co-optation of secular elite agendas in 

denominations with progressive leanings.  To assess these trends, more scholarly attention must 

be devoted to how clergy are recruited and educated in the black church.  For example, as my 

research has shown, those with secular higher education tended to supported Obama’s gay rights 
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agenda in public more than those with pure vocational education.  What, precisely, are the 

mechanics at work in theological education that serve as agents of political socialization?   

 There are several additional directions for future research that I can project.  First, an 

analysis similar to the one conducted in this dissertation could be performed to assess clergy 

response to other black elected officials supporting policies contrary to church doctrine.  In other 

words, are these findings highly contextual, or can they be generalized to the dynamic between 

clergy and other black political leaders (congressional, state, local)? Critics of this analysis might 

argue that Obama’s election as the first black president represented a unique phenomenon, and 

that his unprecedented standing as the first black president forced clergy to adopt a strategy of 

compartmentalization they might not apply when dealing with elected officials with less 

standing.  While this could be the case, the only way to evaluate this concern is to assess clergy 

decision-making during future elections featuring a black presidential or vice presidential 

candidate, or assess whether the phenomenon occurs around congressional state, and local 

elections with black candidates.  Regardless, because I was only able to conduct eight interviews, 

future research should include more qualitative analysis on the distinction between whether 

clergy attitudes actually changed as a result of Obama’s gay rights agenda, or whether their 

attitudes remained the same, and they simply incorporated his agenda into their decision-making 

process out of concern for congregant backlash.       

 The study of clergy compartmentalization could also be applied to other predominantly 

minority churches.  For example, although the Pew Forum on Religion and Public Life (2007) 

found that 68 percent of Latinos claim religion is important to them, and 38 percent claim 

religion is important to shaping their political beliefs, very little scholarship has been devoted to 

understanding clerical politics in predominantly Latino churches.  Predominantly Latino 
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churches, however, exhibit several characteristics that would potentially affect the analysis 

presented in this dissertation.  Foremost, unlike blacks and whites, 70 percent of Latinos are 

Catholic, while only 20 percent belong to Protestant denominations. Among Latinos in Protestant 

denominations, the vast majority are evangelical.  These two trends suggest that, despite Vatican 

II reforms devolving more autonomy to local parishes, politics in predominantly Latino churches 

exhibit a high degree of homogeneity.  However, Leal et. al. (2004) argue that differences 

between Latino Catholics and evangelicals point toward increasing heterogeneity among 

churchgoing Latinos.  In the 2004 election, for example, 40 percent of Catholic Latinos voted for 

John Kerry, while Latinos in Protestant denominations favored George W. Bush by a margin of 

13 points A number of scholars have contended that this heterogeneity is rooted in distinctions 

between the multitude of ethnicities that fall under the “Latino” umbrella, as well as the fact that 

Latino religion (like predominantly black churches) often represents a blend of folk culture and 

mainstream religious teachings (McKenzie and Rouse 2012).  As a result, when applied to 

Latinos, the consequences of the phenomenon studied in this dissertation are unpredictable—

while religious heterogeneity might animate the kind of clerical autonomy necessary for 

compartmentalization, ethnic heterogeneity among Latinos might diminish the in-group role 

model cue shaping black clergy discourse.  

 Scholarship on how mass media understands and communicates information on the black 

church is vital for assessing biases in political brokerage among black clergy.  As I argue in this 

dissertation, not only do the media have an unfair (and ungrounded) perception of the black 

church as monolithic, their reliance on radical political brokers within the church stifles 

mainstream voices.  This superficiality is dangerous for a number of reasons, not the least of 

which is the potential to increase polarization within the church (i.e. privileging radical voices 
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will animate more radicalization).  Furthermore, overreliance on radical perspectives distorts 

opportunities for convergence in the political agendas of marginalized groups.  The narrative that 

the black church is staunchly homophobic, for example, ignores the findings of this dissertation 

that many clergy are able to distinguish between religious and political beliefs, and that their 

beliefs on gay rights vary significantly by issue.   

 Finally, it is important to reinforce that this dissertation focuses on the political 

psychology of black clergy, and not their ability to influence congregant political behavior.  As I 

note in my discussion of project limitations, the dependent variable in this project is essentially a 

self-reported measure of the intensity of clergy discourse on Obama’s gay rights agenda.  As a 

self-reported measure, this variable has the potential to either overestimate or underestimate the 

intensity of clergy discourse.  Future research should incorporate an analysis of the actual text of 

sermons, as well as congregant reaction to clergy discourse, to obtain a more objective measure 

of the intensity of discourse and its effect on congregant attitudes.  However, even if congregants 

react strongly to clergy discourse, there is not necessarily a correlation between this reaction and 

actual behavior.  Studying the behavioral effects of clergy discourse, though, is a promising 

opportunity for future research, and one which would allow us to gauge the strength of clergy as 

black political role models in the contemporary.  

 The black church remains a multifaceted, heterogeneous institution exercising 

tremendous influence in American politics.  Clergy, as political brokers, are forced to work at the 

intersection of religious doctrine, racial solidarity, and political attitudes.  How clergy navigate 

these competing forces amid the growth of secular in-group role models will have tremendous 

impact on the future of the black church and political life within the church.  This research has 

revealed some of the complexity, and perhaps some of the vulnerability, in the traditional role of 
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the black pastor.  While some destabilization of church power structures might occur as clergy 

grapple with rival in-group role models, this conflict could also lead to a less authoritarian 

relationship between clergy and their congregations. These effects may not be mutually 

exclusive, but as this dissertation has endeavored to show, more scholarship is needed to fully 

explore the complexity of politics in the shadow of the cross.   
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APPENDIX A 

SENIOR CLERGY SURVEY OF RELIGION AND POLITICS 

1.  Church Denomination:  

 African Methodist Episcopal  

 Christian Methodist Episcopal 

 Church of God in Christ 

 National Baptist Convention  

 National Baptist Convention of America  

 Progressive National Baptist Convention  

 

2. Age 

 18-21 

 22-34 

 35-44 

 45-54 

 55-64 

 65 and over 

 

3.  Gender 

 Male 

 Female  

 

4.  How many years have you been a member of the clergy?  

 Less than 5 

 6-10 

 11-15 

 16-20 

 21-25 

 26-30 

 31-35 

 36-40 

 More than 40  

 

5.  What is the approximate size of your congregation?  

 Less than 100  

 100-199 

 200-299 

 300-499 

 500-749 

 750-1,000 

 More than 1,000  
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6.  What is the highest level of education you have obtained?  

 No degree obtained 

 High School Diploma 

 Associate’s Degree 

 Bachelor’s Degree 

 Master’s Degree 

Terminal Degree (PhD., LIT, SCD, DFA, DLIT, DPH, DPHIL, JSC, SJD, LLB, 

JD, MD, DDS, DVM, MVSA, DSC, DO, JDC, STD, THD, DMin.) 

 

 7.  Do you receive a salary from your congregation?  

  Yes 

  No 

 

8.  Generally speaking, do you consider yourself a Republic, Democrat, Independent, or 

what?  

  Republican 

  Democrat 

  Independent 

  Other party, please specify:  

  No preference 

 

9. If Republican or Democrat, do you consider yourself a strong Republican or 

Democrat?  

  Not very strong 

  Strong 

 

10.  If independent or aligned with another political party, do you consider yourself  

closer to the Republican Party or to the Democratic Party?  

  Closer to Democrat 

  Closer to Republican  
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11.  President Obama favors expanding many rights for gays and lesbians, including gay 

marriage, repealing the military’s “don’t ask, don’t tell” policy, allowing gay and 

lesbian adoptions, prohibiting faith-based organizations receiving federal funding 

from discriminating against gays and lesbians in hiring, and including crimes against 

gays and lesbians in federal hate crimes legislation.  The following questions ask 

about your support or opposition to the President’s gay rights agenda in different 

interactions with your congregants.   

  

a.  Publicly (preaching) taking a stand in support of, or opposing, one or more aspects 

of the President’s gay rights agenda 

  Strongly oppose 

  Moderately oppose 

  Neutral/I don’t discuss these issues with congregants   

  Moderately support 

  Strongly support  

 

b.  Publicly (not preaching, in informal conversations with congregants) taking a 

stand in support of, or opposing, one or more aspects of President Obama’s gay 

rights agenda 

  Strongly oppose 

  Moderately oppose 

  Neutral/I don’t discuss these issues with congregants   

  Moderately support 

  Strongly support  

 

c.  Generally speaking, what is your perception of your congregation’s opposition to 

President Obama?  

  Strongly oppose 

  Moderately oppose 

  Neutral/I don’t discuss these issues with congregants   

  Moderately support 

  Strongly support  

 

d.  Generally speaking, what is your perception of your congregation’s support of 

President Obama’s beliefs concerning the expansion of gay rights?  

  Strongly oppose 

  Moderately oppose 

  Neutral/I don’t discuss these issues with congregants   

  Moderately support 

  Strongly support  
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e.  Generally speaking, thinking of your denomination’s national leadership, what is 

your perception of their support for President Obama’s beliefs concerning the 

expansion of gay rights? 

  

  Strongly oppose 

  Moderately oppose 

  Neutral/I don’t discuss these issues with congregants   

  Moderately support 

  Strongly support  

 

12.  To what extent do you agree with the following statements: My congregants… 

 

a.  Do not support President Obama’s position on gay rights, but support him out of 

feelings of racial solidarity 

  Strongly disagree 

  Somewhat disagree 

  Don’t know 

  Somewhat agree 

  Strongly agree  

 

b.  Support President Obama based on his overall political agenda, rather than out of 

feelings of racial solidarity 

  Strongly oppose 

  Moderately oppose 

  Neutral/I don’t discuss these issues with congregants   

  Moderately support 

  Strongly support  

 

c.  Are less interested in President Obama’s position on gay rights than in his overall 

political agenda 

  Strongly oppose 

  Moderately oppose 

  Neutral/I don’t discuss these issues with congregants   

  Moderately support 

  Strongly support  

 

13.  Did you vote for President Obama in 2008?  

  Yes 

  No 

 

 

 

14.  Are you planning to vote for President Obama in the next presidential election?  

  Yes 

  No 
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15.  Is your decision on whether to vote for President Obama in the next presidential 

election based on changes in his position on gay rights?  

   Yes 

   No 

   Somewhat 

 

16.  To what extent do your personal beliefs conflict or align with President Obama’s 

beliefs on gay rights?  

   Strongly conflict 

   Moderately conflict 

   Neutral  

   Moderately align  

   Strongly align  

 

17.  To what extent to you agree or disagree with the following statements:  

      

a.  President Obama’s beliefs concerning the expansion of gay rights weakens his    

authenticity as a Christian 

Strongly disagree 

Somewhat disagree 

Don’t know 

Somewhat agree 

Strongly agree  

 

b.  It is the role of pastors to educate congregants on issues that might be contrary 

to their faith 

Strongly disagree 

Somewhat disagree 

Don’t know 

Somewhat agree 

Strongly agree  

 

c.  Scripture is literally the word of God 

Strongly disagree 

Somewhat disagree 

Don’t know 

Somewhat agree 

Strongly agree  

d. The gay rights movement has many parallels to the black civil rights movement 

of the 1950s and 1960s 

Strongly disagree 

Somewhat disagree 

Don’t know 

Somewhat agree 

Strongly agree  
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18.     Have you ever been concerned that voicing opposition to, or supporting President 

Obama’s gay rights agenda might alienate you, or cause you to lose credibility 

among congregants, other clergy, or representatives of your denomination’s 

national organization?  

 

19.  Please provide your personal opinion on each of the following aspects of President 

Obama’s gay rights agenda (open-ended):  

 

   Support for gay marriage 

   Repeal of the military’s “don’t ask, don’t tell” policy  

   Allowing gay and lesbian adoptions 

 Prohibiting faith-based organizations receiving federal funding from 

discriminating against gays and lesbians in hiring  

Including crimes against gays and lesbians in federal hate crimes 

legislation 
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APPENDIX B 

CODEBOOK 

 

 

Senior Clergy Survey of Religion and Politics 

115 Cases 

 

December 7, 2012 

 

Prepared by: 

 

Survey Research Institute (SRI) at Cornell 

391 Pine Tree Road, Room 118 

Ithaca, NY 14850 

Tel (607) 255-3786 

Fax (607) 255-7118 

www.sri.cornell.edu 
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INTRODUCTION 

This study will measure how clergy in predominantly black churches feel about President 

Obama’s positions on gay rights.  In particular, the study aims to better understand how members 

of the clergy reconcile religious and political beliefs when communicating with their 

congregation.   

 

The Survey Research Institute at Cornell University (SRI) was contracted by Thomas O’Toole 

(Cornell University, Department of Government) to create a scan-able questionnaire, prepare 

survey packets for distribution through the US postal service (USPS), and process the completed 

surveys (capturing only data from closed questions, i.e. those with pre-defined responses). 

 

SRI began work with a sample of 1500 churches provided by the Principal Investigator.  Initial 

survey packets – addressed to the senior pastor and consisting of an invitation letter, 

questionnaire, and postage-paid business-reply envelope – were distributed via USPS on August 

8, 2012.  Follow-up packets – consisting of a reminder letter, questionnaire, and postage-paid 

business-reply envelope – were distributed via USPS on September 17 and 19, 2012.  This 

second mailing was delivered to 1391 non-respondents from the first mailing and to a new 

sample of 37 churches provided by the PI.  These 37 new churches were selected as replacement 

sample for survey packets that were returned to SRI as undeliverable.  The final outcomes of the 

mail outreach effort are summarized in the table below.  A total of 115 completed questionnaires 

were delivered to and processed by SRI on or before November 30, 2012. 

 

Note that 4 surveys were delivered to SRI after the 2012 presidential election (11/6/2012); these 

surveys are flagged with the “postelection” variable. 
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Survey Overview 

Project initiated July 20, 2012 

Mode of data collection Mail 

Data collection started August 8, 2012 

Data collection completed November 30, 2012 

Total surveys completed 115 

Data delivered December 7, 2012 

 

Response Outcomes 

Outcome N 

Completed survey 115 

Bad address – survey returned as undeliverable 53 

Unresponsive 1369 

Total 1537 

 

N = 115 

filename = alldata.dat 

file type = fixed-format ASCII 

logical record length = 594 

 

DEFINITIONS 
 

INPUT LOCATION = Location of variable within data set.  In card-image format, this would 

be “card/column” location. 

 

VALUE= Numeric value given to each discrete response category.  May also reflect the 

quantitative value of a continuous variable. 

 

NUMBER (N) = Frequency of response. 

 

PERCENT (PCT)= Percentage of response. 

 

MISSING DATA (MD)= Code value given to any question which was unanswered or refused  

 by the respondent. 

 

VALUE=blank 

 The variable field is blank in the data set because the question does not apply. Typically, these 

are questions embedded within a skip pattern. 
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CASEID: Case identification number (assigned by SRI)  

 

        115 cases (Range of valid codes: 10,003-90,001) 

 

        Min    = 10,003               Mean     =     11,491.087 

        Max    = 90,001               Std Dev  =      7,399.089 

        Median = 10,838               Variance = 54,746,514.764 

 

        (Based on 115 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/1-5 

 

 
 

SALUTATION: SALUTATION (provided by PI)  

 

            %    N  VALUE     LABEL 

          0.9    1  Doctor 

          0.9    1  Elder 

          1.7    2  Minister 

         36.5   42  Pastor 

          7.8    9  Reverend 

         52.2   60 

        -----  --- 

        100.0  115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/70-89 

 

 
 

FIRST_NAME: FIRST_NAME (provided by PI)  

 

        115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/90-109 

 

 
 

LAST_NAME: LAST_NAME (provided by PI)  

 

        115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/110-129 
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COMPANY_NAME: COMPANY_NAME (provided by PI)  

 

        115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/130-189 

 

 
 

ADDRESS: ADDRESS (provided by PI)  

 

        115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/190-249 

 

 
 

CITY: CITY (provided by PI)  

 

        115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/250-269 

 

 
 

STATE: STATE (provided by PI)  

 

        115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/270-271 

 

 
 

ZIP_CODE: ZIP_CODE (provided by PI)  

 

        115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/272-276 

 

 
 

ZIP4: ZIP4 (provided by PI)  

 

        115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/277-280 
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CONTACT_NAME: CONTACT_NAME (provided by PI)  

 

        115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/281-320 

 

 
 

STATE_CODE: STATE_CODE (provided by PI)  

 

        115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/321-322 

 

 
 

ZIP10: ZIP10 (provided by PI)  

 

        115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/323-333 

 

 
 

SECONDARY_ADDRESS: SECONDARY_ADDRESS (provided by PI)  

 

        115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/334-393 

 

 
 

SECONDARY_CITY: SECONDARY_CITY (provided by PI)  

 

        115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/394-413 

 

 
 

SECONDARY_STATE: SECONDARY_STATE (provided by PI)  

 

        115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/414-415 
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SECONDARY_ZIP_CODE: SECONDARY_ZIP_CODE (provided by PI)  

 

        115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/416-420 

 

 
 

SECONDARY_ZIP4: SECONDARY_ZIP4 (provided by PI)  

 

        115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/421-424 

 

 
 

GROUP_DESCRIPTION: GROUP_DESCRIPTION (provided by PI)  

 

            %    N  VALUE        LABEL 

         43.5   50  Baptist 

         29.6   34  Methodist 

         26.1   30  Pentecostal 

          0.9    1 

        -----  --- 

        100.0  115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/425-444 

 

 
 

DENOMINATION_DESCRIPTION: DENOMINATION_DESCRIPTION (provided by PI)  

 

            %    N  VALUE                                    LABEL 

         25.2   29  African Methodist Episcopal Church 

          4.3    5  Christian Methodist Episcopal Church 

         26.1   30  Church of God in Christ 

          3.5    4  National Baptist Convention of America 

         34.8   40  National Baptist Convention-USA 

          5.2    6  Progressive National Baptist Convention 

          0.9    1 

        -----  --- 

        100.0  115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/445-504 
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CARRIER_ROUTE_CODE: CARRIER_ROUTE_CODE (provided by PI)  

 

        115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/505-508 

 

 
 

COUNTY_NAME: COUNTY_NAME (provided by PI)  

 

        115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/509-528 

 

 
 

PHONE: PHONE (provided by PI)  

 

        115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/529-538 

 

 
 

PRIMARY_SIC_CODE: PRIMARY_SIC_CODE (provided by PI)  

 

            %    N  VALUE   LABEL 

         99.1  114  866107 

          0.9    1 

        -----  --- 

        100.0  115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/539-544 

 

 
 

PRODUCTION_DATE: PRODUCTION_DATE (provided by PI)  

 

            %    N  VALUE     LABEL 

         99.1  114  20120516 

          0.9    1 

        -----  --- 

        100.0  115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/545-552 
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INFOUSA_ID: INFOUSA_ID (provided by PI)  

 

        115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/553-561 

 

 
 

SECONDARY_CARRIER_ROUTE_CODE: SECONDARY_CARRIER_ROUTE_CODE (provided by PI)  

 

        115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/562-565 

 

 
 

OBSOLESCENCE_DATE: OBSOLESCENCE_DATE (provided by PI)  

 

            %    N  VALUE       LABEL 

         99.1  114  11/16/2012 

          0.9    1 

        -----  --- 

        100.0  115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/566-575 

 

 
 

PRODUCTION_DATE1: PRODUCTION_DATE1 (provided by PI)  

 

            %    N  VALUE      LABEL 

         99.1  114  5/16/2012 

          0.9    1 

        -----  --- 

        100.0  115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/576-585 

 

 
 

SOURCE: SOURCE (provided by PI)  

 

            %    N  VALUE    LABEL 

         99.1  114  infoUSA 

          0.9    1 

        -----  --- 

        100.0  115 cases 

 

        Data type: character 

        Record/columns: 1/586-592 
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postelection: Survey received after 2012 election 

 

   Survey received after 2012 election 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

         96.5   96.5  111      0  Survey received on or before 11/6/2012 

          3.5    3.5    4      1  Survey received after 11/6/2012 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 0                    Mean     = .035 

        Max    = 1                    Std Dev  = .184 

        Median = 0                    Variance = .034 

 

        (Based on 115 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/column: 1/594 

 

 
 

Q1: Church denomination 

 

   Church Denomination: 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

         26.6   25.2   29      1  African Methodist Episcopal 

          4.6    4.3    5      2  Christian Methodist Episcopal 

         23.9   22.6   26      3  Church of God in Christ 

         31.2   29.6   34      4  National Baptist Convention 

          9.2    8.7   10      5  National Baptist Convention of America 

          4.6    4.3    5      6  Progressive National Baptist Convention 

                 5.2    6     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 1                    Mean     = 3.055 

        Max    = 6                    Std Dev  = 1.490 

        Median = 3                    Variance = 2.219 

 

        (Based on 109 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/16-17 
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Q2: Age 

 

   Age: 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

          0.9    0.9    1      1  18-21 

          3.5    3.5    4      2  22-34 

          9.7    9.6   11      3  35-44 

         27.4   27.0   31      4  45-54 

         31.0   30.4   35      5  55-64 

         27.4   27.0   31      6  65 and over 

                 1.7    2     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 1                    Mean     = 4.664 

        Max    = 6                    Std Dev  = 1.139 

        Median = 5                    Variance = 1.297 

 

        (Based on 113 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/18-19 

 

 
 

Q3: Gender 

 

   Gender: 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

         90.4   90.4  104      1  Male 

          9.6    9.6   11      2  Female 

                 0.0    0     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 1                    Mean     = 1.096 

        Max    = 2                    Std Dev  =  .295 

        Median = 1                    Variance =  .087 

 

        (Based on 115 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/20-21 
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Q4: Years as clergy member 

 

   How many years have you been a member of the clergy? 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

          0.9    0.9    1      1  Less than 5 

          4.3    4.3    5      2  6-10 

          7.8    7.8    9      3  11-15 

         13.0   13.0   15      4  16-20 

         13.0   13.0   15      5  21-25 

         12.2   12.2   14      6  26-30 

         18.3   18.3   21      7  31-35 

         10.4   10.4   12      8  36-40 

         20.0   20.0   23      9  More than 40 

                 0.0    0     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 1                    Mean     = 6.148 

        Max    = 9                    Std Dev  = 2.165 

        Median = 6                    Variance = 4.688 

 

        (Based on 115 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/22-23 

 

 
 

Q5: Size of congregation 

 

   What is the approximate size of your congregation? 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

         19.3   19.1   22      1  Less than 100 

         29.8   29.6   34      2  100-199 

         18.4   18.3   21      3  200-299 

         10.5   10.4   12      4  300-499 

          7.9    7.8    9      5  500-749 

          5.3    5.2    6      6  750-1,000 

          8.8    8.7   10      7  More than 1,000 

                 0.9    1     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 1                    Mean     = 3.088 

        Max    = 7                    Std Dev  = 1.841 

        Median = 3                    Variance = 3.390 

 

        (Based on 114 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/24-25 
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Q6: Education level 

 

   What is the highest level of education you have obtained? 

 

   No degree obtained 

   High School Diploma 

   Associate's Degree 

   Bachelor's Degree 

   Master's Degree 

   Terminal Degree (PhD., LIT, SCD, DFA, DLIT, DPH, DPHIL, JSC, SJD, LLB, JD, MD, DDS, DVM, MVSA, 

DSC, DO, JDC, STD, THD, DMin) 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

          0.9    0.9    1      1  No degree obtained 

          6.1    6.1    7      2  High School Diploma 

          6.1    6.1    7      3  Associate's Degree 

         16.7   16.5   19      4  Bachelor's Degree 

         26.3   26.1   30      5  Master's Degree 

         43.9   43.5   50      6  Terminal Degree 

                 0.9    1     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 1                    Mean     = 4.930 

        Max    = 6                    Std Dev  = 1.246 

        Median = 5                    Variance = 1.553 

 

        (Based on 114 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/26-27 

 

 
 

Q7: Receive salary from congregation 

 

   Do you receive a salary from your congregation? 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

          8.9    8.7   10      0  No 

         91.1   88.7  102      1  Yes 

                 2.6    3     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 0                    Mean     = .911 

        Max    = 1                    Std Dev  = .286 

        Median = 1                    Variance = .082 

 

        (Based on 112 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/28-29 
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Q8: Political party alignment 

 

   Generally speaking, do you consider yourself a Republican, Democrat, Independent, or what? 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

          6.1    6.1    7      1  Republican 

         78.9   78.3   90      2  Democrat 

          8.8    8.7   10      3  Independent 

          1.8    1.7    2      4  Other party, please specify: 

          4.4    4.3    5      5  No preference 

                 0.9    1     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 1                    Mean     = 2.193 

        Max    = 5                    Std Dev  =  .763 

        Median = 2                    Variance =  .582 

 

        (Based on 114 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/30-31 

 

 
 

Q9: Strong Republican/Democrat 

 

   If Republican or Democrat, do you consider yourself a strong Republican or Democrat? 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

         24.0   20.0   23      1  Not very strong 

         76.0   63.5   73      2  Strong 

                16.5   19     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 1                    Mean     = 1.760 

        Max    = 2                    Std Dev  =  .429 

        Median = 2                    Variance =  .184 

 

        (Based on 96 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/32-33 
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Q10: Independent close to Republican/Democrat 

 

   If independent or aligned with another political party, do you consider yourself closer to 

   the Republican Party or the Democratic Party? 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

         16.7    3.5    4      1  Closer to Republican 

         83.3   17.4   20      2  Closer to Democrat 

                79.1   91     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 1                    Mean     = 1.833 

        Max    = 2                    Std Dev  =  .381 

        Median = 2                    Variance =  .145 

 

        (Based on 24 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/34-35 
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Q11A: Preaching-Gay rights agenda 

 

   President Obama favors expanding many rights for gays and lesbians, including gay marriage, 

    repealing the military's "don't ask, don't tell" policy, allowing gay and lesbian adoptions, 

    prohibiting faith-based organizations receiving federal funding from discriminating against 

    gays and lesbians in hiring, and including crimes against gays and lesbians in federal hate 

    crimes legislation. The following questions ask about your support or opposition to the 

    President's gay rights agenda in different interactions with your congregants. 

 

    Publicly (preaching) taking a stand in support of, or opposing, one or more aspects of the 

    President's gay rights agenda. 

 

    Strongly oppose; 

    Moderately oppose; 

    Neutral/I don't discuss these issues with congregants from the pulpit; 

    Moderately support; 

    Strongly support. 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

         31.9   31.3   36      1  Strongly oppose 

         15.0   14.8   17      2  Moderately oppose 

         23.9   23.5   27      3  Neutral 

         16.8   16.5   19      4  Moderately support 

         12.4   12.2   14      5  Strongly support 

                 1.7    2     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 1                    Mean     = 2.628 

        Max    = 5                    Std Dev  = 1.403 

        Median = 3                    Variance = 1.968 

 

        (Based on 113 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/36-37 
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Q11B: Informal conversation-Gay rights agenda 

 

   President Obama favors expanding many rights for gays and lesbians, including gay marriage, 

    repealing the military's "don't ask, don't tell" policy, allowing gay and lesbian adoptions, 

    prohibiting faith-based organizations receiving federal funding from discriminating against 

    gays and lesbians in hiring, and including crimes against gays and lesbians in federal hate 

    crimes legislation. The following questions ask about your support or opposition to the 

    President's gay rights agenda in different interactions with your congregants. 

 

    Publicly (not preaching, in informal conversations with congregants) taking a stand in 

support 

    of, or opposing, one or more aspects of President Obama's gay rights agenda. 

 

    Strongly oppose; 

    Moderately oppose; 

    Neutral/I don't discuss these issues with congregants from the pulpit; 

    Moderately support; 

    Strongly support. 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

         32.7   31.3   36      1  Strongly oppose 

         18.2   17.4   20      2  Moderately oppose 

         14.5   13.9   16      3  Neutral 

         16.4   15.7   18      4  Moderately support 

         18.2   17.4   20      5  Strongly support 

                 4.3    5     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 1                    Mean     = 2.691 

        Max    = 5                    Std Dev  = 1.519 

        Median = 2                    Variance = 2.307 

 

        (Based on 110 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/38-39 
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Q11C: Congregation opposition-President Obama 

 

   President Obama favors expanding many rights for gays and lesbians, including gay marriage, 

    repealing the military's "don't ask, don't tell" policy, allowing gay and lesbian adoptions, 

    prohibiting faith-based organizations receiving federal funding from discriminating against 

    gays and lesbians in hiring, and including crimes against gays and lesbians in federal hate 

    crimes legislation. The following questions ask about your support or opposition to the 

    President's gay rights agenda in different interactions with your congregants. 

 

    Generally speaking, what is your perception of your congregation's opposition to President 

    Obama? 

 

    Strongly oppose; 

    Moderately oppose; 

    Neutral/I don't discuss these issues with congregants from the pulpit; 

    Moderately support; 

    Strongly support. 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

         14.0   13.9   16      1  Strongly oppose 

         22.8   22.6   26      2  Moderately oppose 

         11.4   11.3   13      3  Neutral 

         17.5   17.4   20      4  Moderately support 

         34.2   33.9   39      5  Strongly support 

                 0.9    1     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 1                    Mean     = 3.351 

        Max    = 5                    Std Dev  = 1.493 

        Median = 4                    Variance = 2.230 

 

        (Based on 114 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/40-41 
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Q11D: Congregation support-Gay rights agenda 

 

   President Obama favors expanding many rights for gays and lesbians, including gay marriage, 

    repealing the military's "don't ask, don't tell" policy, allowing gay and lesbian adoptions, 

    prohibiting faith-based organizations receiving federal funding from discriminating against 

    gays and lesbians in hiring, and including crimes against gays and lesbians in federal hate 

    crimes legislation. The following questions ask about your support or opposition to the 

    President's gay rights agenda in different interactions with your congregants. 

 

    Generally speaking, what is your perception of your congregation's support of President 

Obama's 

    beliefs concerning the expansion of gay rights? 

 

    Strongly oppose; 

    Moderately oppose; 

    Neutral/I don't discuss these issues with congregants from the pulpit; 

    Moderately support; 

    Strongly support. 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

         27.4   27.0   31      1  Strongly oppose 

         31.9   31.3   36      2  Moderately oppose 

         15.9   15.7   18      3  Neutral 

         17.7   17.4   20      4  Moderately support 

          7.1    7.0    8      5  Strongly support 

                 1.7    2     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 1                    Mean     = 2.451 

        Max    = 5                    Std Dev  = 1.261 

        Median = 2                    Variance = 1.589 

 

        (Based on 113 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/42-43 
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Q11E: Denomination leadership support-Gay rights agenda 

 

   President Obama favors expanding many rights for gays and lesbians, including gay marriage, 

    repealing the military's "don't ask, don't tell" policy, allowing gay and lesbian adoptions, 

    prohibiting faith-based organizations receiving federal funding from discriminating against 

    gays and lesbians in hiring, and including crimes against gays and lesbians in federal hate 

    crimes legislation. The following questions ask about your support or opposition to the 

    President's gay rights agenda in different interactions with your congregants. 

 

    Generally speaking, thinking of your denomination's national leadership, what is your 

perception 

    of their support for President Obama's beliefs concerning the expansion of gay rights? 

 

    Strongly oppose; 

    Moderately oppose; 

    Neutral/I don't discuss these issues with congregants from the pulpit; 

    Moderately support; 

    Strongly support. 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

         33.3   32.2   37      1  Strongly oppose 

         30.6   29.6   34      2  Moderately oppose 

         12.6   12.2   14      3  Neutral 

         15.3   14.8   17      4  Moderately support 

          8.1    7.8    9      5  Strongly support 

                 3.5    4     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 1                    Mean     = 2.342 

        Max    = 5                    Std Dev  = 1.304 

        Median = 2                    Variance = 1.700 

 

        (Based on 111 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/44-45 
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Q12A: Racial solidarity-Congregant support for Obama 

 

   To what extent do you agree with the following statements: My congregants... 

 

   ...do not support President Obama's position on gay rights, 

   but support him out of feelings of racial solidarity? 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

         14.8   13.9   16      1  Strongly disagree 

         19.4   18.3   21      2  Somewhat disagree 

         13.9   13.0   15      3  Don't know 

         26.9   25.2   29      4  Somewhat agree 

         25.0   23.5   27      5  Strongly agree 

                 6.1    7     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 1                    Mean     = 3.278 

        Max    = 5                    Std Dev  = 1.413 

        Median = 4                    Variance = 1.997 

 

        (Based on 108 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/46-47 

 

 
 

Q12B: Political agenda-Congregant support for Obama 

 

   To what extent do you agree with the following statements: My congregants... 

 

   ...support President Obama based on his overall political 

   agenda, rather than out of feelings of racial solidarity? 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

          6.6    6.1    7      1  Strongly disagree 

          5.7    5.2    6      2  Somewhat disagree 

          6.6    6.1    7      3  Don't know 

         24.5   22.6   26      4  Somewhat agree 

         56.6   52.2   60      5  Strongly agree 

                 7.8    9     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 1                    Mean     = 4.189 

        Max    = 5                    Std Dev  = 1.196 

        Median = 5                    Variance = 1.431 

 

        (Based on 106 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/48-49 

 

 



204 
 

 

Q12C: Less interest in Obama's gay rights agenda 

 

   To what extent do you agree with the following statements: My congregants... 

 

   ...are less interested in President Obama's position on gay 

   rights than in his overall political agenda? 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

         13.8   13.0   15      1  Strongly disagree 

         10.1    9.6   11      2  Somewhat disagree 

          6.4    6.1    7      3  Don't know 

         22.9   21.7   25      4  Somewhat agree 

         46.8   44.3   51      5  Strongly agree 

                 5.2    6     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 1                    Mean     = 3.789 

        Max    = 5                    Std Dev  = 1.466 

        Median = 4                    Variance = 2.150 

 

        (Based on 109 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/50-51 

 

 
 

Q13: 2008 Obama vote 

 

   Did you vote for President Obama in 2008? 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

          4.4    4.3    5      0  No 

         95.6   93.9  108      1  Yes 

                 1.7    2     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 0                    Mean     = .956 

        Max    = 1                    Std Dev  = .207 

        Median = 1                    Variance = .043 

 

        (Based on 113 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/52-53 
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Q14: 2012 Obama vote 

 

   Are you planning to vote for President Obama in the next presidential election? 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

         10.4    9.6   11      0  No 

         89.6   82.6   95      1  Yes 

                 7.8    9     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 0                    Mean     = .896 

        Max    = 1                    Std Dev  = .306 

        Median = 1                    Variance = .094 

 

        (Based on 106 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/54-55 

 

 
 

Q15: Vote based on gay rights position 

 

   Is your decision on whether to vote for President Obama in the next presidential election 

based 

    on changes in his position on gay rights? 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

         84.8   82.6   95      0  No 

          7.1    7.0    8      1  Yes 

          8.0    7.8    9      2  Somewhat 

                 2.6    3     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 0                    Mean     = .232 

        Max    = 2                    Std Dev  = .585 

        Median = 0                    Variance = .342 

 

        (Based on 112 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/56-57 
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Q16: My beliefs conflict/align with Obama on gay rights 

 

   To what extent do your personal beliefs conflict or align with President Obama's beliefs on 

gay 

    rights? 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

         45.9   43.5   50      1  Strongly conflict 

         19.3   18.3   21      2  Moderately conflict 

         11.9   11.3   13      3  Neutral 

         14.7   13.9   16      4  Moderately align 

          8.3    7.8    9      5  Strongly align 

                 5.2    6     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 1                    Mean     = 2.202 

        Max    = 5                    Std Dev  = 1.373 

        Median = 2                    Variance = 1.885 

 

        (Based on 109 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/58-59 

 

 
 

Q17A: Obama's beliefs weaken his Christian authenticity 

 

   To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

 

   President Obama's beliefs concerning the expansion of gay 

   rights weakens his authenticity as a Christian. 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

         31.3   30.4   35      1  Strongly disagree 

         18.8   18.3   21      2  Somewhat disagree 

         10.7   10.4   12      3  Don't know 

         16.1   15.7   18      4  Somewhat agree 

         23.2   22.6   26      5  Strongly agree 

                 2.6    3     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 1                    Mean     = 2.813 

        Max    = 5                    Std Dev  = 1.586 

        Median = 2.5                  Variance = 2.514 

 

        (Based on 112 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/60-61 
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Q17B: Pastor's role to educate on issues contrary to faith 

 

   To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

 

   It is the role of pastors to educate congregants on issues 

   that might be contrary to their faith. 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

          7.9    7.8    9      1  Strongly disagree 

          3.5    3.5    4      2  Somewhat disagree 

          0.0    0.0    0      3  Don't know 

         21.1   20.9   24      4  Somewhat agree 

         67.5   67.0   77      5  Strongly agree 

                 0.9    1     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 1                    Mean     = 4.368 

        Max    = 5                    Std Dev  = 1.184 

        Median = 5                    Variance = 1.403 

 

        (Based on 114 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/62-63 

 

 
 

Q17C: Scripture is literal word of God 

 

   To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

 

   Scripture is literally the Word of God. 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

          7.1    7.0    8      1  Strongly disagree 

          6.2    6.1    7      2  Somewhat disagree 

          0.0    0.0    0      3  Don't know 

         11.5   11.3   13      4  Somewhat agree 

         75.2   73.9   85      5  Strongly agree 

                 1.7    2     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 1                    Mean     = 4.416 

        Max    = 5                    Std Dev  = 1.215 

        Median = 5                    Variance = 1.477 

 

        (Based on 113 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/64-65 
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Q17D: Gay rights parallels black civil rights movement 

 

   To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

 

   The gay rights movement has many parallels to the black 

   civil rights movement of the 1950s and 1960s. 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

         55.8   54.8   63      1  Strongly disagree 

         16.8   16.5   19      2  Somewhat disagree 

          6.2    6.1    7      3  Don't know 

         15.0   14.8   17      4  Somewhat agree 

          6.2    6.1    7      5  Strongly agree 

                 1.7    2     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 1                    Mean     = 1.991 

        Max    = 5                    Std Dev  = 1.340 

        Median = 1                    Variance = 1.795 

 

        (Based on 113 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/66-67 

 

 
 

Q18: Concern for consequences of voicing gay rights opinion 

 

   Have you ever been concerned that voicing opposition to, or supporting President Obama's gay 

    rights agenda might alienate you, or cause you to lose credibility among congregants, other 

    clergy, or representatives of your denomination's national organization? 

 

 

            %      %    N  VALUE  LABEL 

        VALID    ALL 

         77.9   76.5   88      0  No 

         11.5   11.3   13      1  Yes 

         10.6   10.4   12      2  Somewhat 

                 1.7    2     -1  Refused/Not answered 

        -----  -----  --- 

        100.0  100.0  115 cases 

 

        Min    = 0                    Mean     = .327 

        Max    = 2                    Std Dev  = .661 

        Median = 0                    Variance = .436 

 

        (Based on 113 valid cases) 

 

        Data type: numeric 

        Missing-data code: -1 

        Record/columns: 1/68-69 

 

 

 



209 
 

APPENDIX C 

STATISTICAL ANALYSES 

 

 

Bivariate descriptive statistics with Q11_comb 

*relationship between Q11_comb and denomination 

Table 1 

Q11_comb 

 
N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean Minimu

m 

Maximu

m Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

1 African 

Methodist 

Episcopal 

28 6.4286 2.51556 0.4754 [] 7.404 2 10 

2 Christian 

Methodist 

Episcopal 

5 4 2.44949 1.09545 0.9586 7.0414 2 8 

3 Church of God 

in Christ 
24 3.875 2.04966 0.41838 3.0095 4.7405 2 8 

4 National Baptist 

Convention 
32 5.8125 3.13603 0.55438 4.6818 6.9432 2 10 

5 National Baptist 

Convention of 

America 

10 4.6 2.54733 0.80554 2.7778 6.4222 2 9 

6 Progressive 

National Baptist 

Convention 

5 7.4 2.40832 1.07703 4.4097 10.3903 4 10 

Total 104 5.4038 2.79569 0.27414 4.8602 5.9475 2 10 
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ANOVA 

Q11_comb 

Table 2 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 127.081 5 25.416 3.674 .004 

Within Groups 677.957 98 6.918   

Total 805.038 103    
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Post Hoc Tests 

Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

Table 3 

0 (I) Q1  

Church 

Denomination 

(J) Q1  Church 

Denomination 

Mean 

Difference    

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

  
Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Tukey 

HSD 

1 African 

Methodist 

Episcopal 

2 Christian 

Methodist 

Episcopal 

2.42857 1.27697 0.407 -1.2834 6.1406 

3 Church of God in 

Christ 
2.55357

*
 0.73165 0.009 0.4267 4.6804 

4 National Baptist 

Convention 
0.61607 0.68063 0.944 -1.3624 2.5946 

5 National Baptist 

Convention of 

America 

1.82857 0.96895 0.416 -0.988 4.6452 

6 Progressive 

National Baptist 

Convention 

-0.97143 1.27697 0.973 -4.6834 2.7406 

2 Christian 

Methodist 

Episcopal 

1 African Methodist 

Episcopal 
-2.42857 1.27697 0.407 -6.1406 1.2834 

3 Church of God in 

Christ 
0.125 1.29299 1 -3.6336 3.8836 

4 National Baptist 

Convention 
-1.8125 1.26482 0.707 -5.4892 1.8642 

5 National Baptist 

Convention of 

America 

-0.6 1.44062 0.998 -4.7877 3.5877 

6 Progressive 

National Baptist 

Convention 

-3.4 1.66348 0.326 -8.2355 1.4355 

3 Church of 

God in Christ 

1 African Methodist 

Episcopal 
-2.55357

*
 0.73165 0.009 -4.6804 -0.4267 

2 Christian 

Methodist 

Episcopal 

-0.125 1.29299 1 -3.8836 3.6336 

4 National Baptist 

Convention 
-1.9375 0.71023 0.079 -4.0021 0.1271 

5 National Baptist 

Convention of 

America 

-0.725 0.98997 0.977 -3.6027 2.1527 

6 Progressive 

National Baptist 

Convention 

-3.525 1.29299 0.079 -7.2836 0.2336 
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4 National 

Baptist 

Convention 

1 African Methodist 

Episcopal 

-0.61607 0.68063 0.944 -2.5946 1.3624 

2 Christian 

Methodist 

Episcopal 

1.8125 1.26482 0.707 -1.8642 5.4892 

3 Church of God in 

Christ 
1.9375 0.71023 0.079 -0.1271 4.0021 

5 National Baptist 

Convention of 

America 

1.2125 0.95288 0.799 -1.5574 3.9824 

6 Progressive 

National Baptist 
-1.5875 1.26482 0.808 -5.2642 2.0892 

5 National 

Baptist 

Convention of 

America 

1 African Methodist 

Episcopal 
-1.82857 0.96895 0.416 -4.6452 0.988 

2 Christian 

Methodist 

Episcopal 

0.6 1.44062 0.998 -3.5877 4.7877 

3 Church of God in 

Christ 
0.725 0.98997 0.977 -2.1527 3.6027 

4 National Baptist 

Convention 
-1.2125 0.95288 0.799 -3.9824 1.5574 

6 Progressive 

National Baptist 

Convention 

-2.8 1.44062 0.382 -6.9877 1.3877 

6 Progressive 

National 

Baptist 

Convention 

1 African Methodist 

Episcopal 
0.97143 1.27697 0.973 -2.7406 4.6834 

2 Christian 

Methodist 

Episcopal 

3.4 1.66348 0.326 -1.4355 8.2355 

3 Church of God in 

Christ 
3.525 1.29299 0.079 -0.2336 7.2836 

4 National Baptist 

Convention 
1.5875 1.26482 0.808 -2.0892 5.2642 

5 National Baptist 

Convention of 

America 

2.8 1.44062 0.382 -1.3877 6.9877 

LSD 

1 African 

Methodist 

Episcopal 

2 Christian 

Methodist 

Episcopal 

2.42857 1.27697 0.06 -0.1055 4.9627 

3 Church of God in 

Christ 
2.55357

*
 0.73165 0.001 1.1016 4.0055 

4 National Baptist 

Convention 
0.61607 0.68063 0.368 -0.7346 1.9668 

5 National Baptist 

Convention of 

America 

 

1.82857 0.96895 0.062 -0.0943 3.7514 
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6 Progressive 

National Baptist 

Convention 

-0.97143 1.27697 0.449 -3.5055 1.5627 

2 Christian 

Methodist 

Episcopal 

1 African Methodist 

Episcopal 
-2.42857 1.27697 0.06 -4.9627 0.1055 

3 Church of God in 

Christ 
0.125 1.29299 0.923 -2.4409 2.6909 

4 National Baptist 

Convention 
-1.8125 1.26482 0.155 -4.3225 0.6975 

5 National Baptist 

Convention of 

America 

-0.6 1.44062 0.678 -3.4589 2.2589 

6 Progressive 

National Baptist 

Convention 

-3.40000
*
 1.66348 0.044 -6.7011 -0.0989 

3 Church of 

God in Christ 

1 African Methodist 

Episcopal 
-2.55357

*
 0.73165 0.001 -4.0055 -1.1016 

2 Christian 

Methodist 

Episcopal 

-0.125 1.29299 0.923 -2.6909 2.4409 

4 National Baptist 

Convention 
-1.93750

*
 0.71023 0.008 -3.3469 -0.5281 

5 National Baptist 

Convention of 

America 

-0.725 0.98997 0.466 -2.6896 1.2396 

6 PNBC -3.52500
*
 1.29299 0.008 -6.0909 -0.9591 

4 National 

Baptist 

Convention 

1 African Methodist 

Episcopal 
-0.61607 0.68063 0.368 -1.9668 0.7346 

2 Christian 

Methodist 

Episcopal 

1.8125 1.26482 0.155 -0.6975 4.3225 

3 Church of God in 

Christ 
1.93750

*
 0.71023 0.008 0.5281 3.3469 

5 National Baptist 

Convention of 

America 

1.2125 0.95288 0.206 -0.6785 3.1035 

6 Progressive 

National Baptist 

Convention 

-1.5875 1.26482 0.212 -4.0975 0.9225 

5 National 

Baptist 

Convention of 

America 

1 African Methodist 

Episcopal 
-1.82857 0.96895 0.062 -3.7514 0.0943 

2 Christian 

Methodist 

Episcopal 

0.6 1.44062 0.678 -2.2589 3.4589 

3 Church of God in 

Christ 
0.725 0.98997 0.466 -1.2396 2.6896 

4 National Baptist -1.2125 0.95288 0.206 -3.1035 0.6785 



214 
 

Convention 

6 Progressive 

National Baptist 

Convention 

-2.8 1.44062 0.055 -5.6589 0.0589 

6 Progressive 

National 

Baptist 

Convention 

1 African Methodist 

Episcopal 
0.97143 1.27697 0.449 -1.5627 3.5055 

2 Christian 

Methodist 

Episcopal 

3.40000
*
 1.66348 0.044 0.0989 6.7011 

3 Church of God in 

Christ 
3.52500

*
 1.29299 0.008 0.9591 6.0909 

4 National Baptist 

Convention 
1.5875 1.26482 0.212 -0.9225 4.0975 

5 National Baptist 

Convention of 

America 

2.8 1.44062 0.055 -0.0589 5.6589 

 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Homogeneous Subsets 

Q11_comb 

Table 4 

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. 

a.  Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size= 9.858. 

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels 

are not guaranteed 

 

 

Model Summary 

Table 5 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .060
a
 .004 -.006 2.79011 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Q2  Age 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Q1  Church Denomination N 

Subset for alpha = 0.05 

1 2 

Tukey 

HSD
a,b

 

3 Church of God in Christ 24 3.875 
 

2 Christian Methodist Episcopal 5 4 4 

5 National Baptist Convention of America 10 4.6 4.6 

4 National Baptist Convention 32 5.8125 5.813 

1 African Methodist Episcopal 28 6.4286 6.429 

6 Progressive National Baptist Convention 5 
 

7.4 

Sig. 
 

0.268 0.055 
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ANOVA
a 

Table 6
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 2.959 1 2.959 .380 .539
b
 

Residual 817.396 105 7.785   

Total 820.355 106    

a. Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Q2  Age 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Table 7 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 
Standardized 

Coefficients 
t Sig. 

B 
Std. 

Error 
Beta 

1 
(Constant) 6.109 1.120  5.456 .000 

Q2  Age -.145 .235 -.060 -.617 .539 

a. Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

*Then using age as a categorical variable. 

b.  

1_comb 
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Table 8 

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for 

Mean Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

.00 18-44 16 5.8125 2.83358 .70839 4.3026 7.3224 2.00 10.00 

2.00 45-54 31 5.3226 2.61262 .46924 4.3643 6.2809 2.00 10.00 

3.00 55-64 31 5.3226 2.66317 .47832 4.3457 6.2994 2.00 10.00 

4.00 65 and 

over 
29 5.4828 3.15799 .58642 4.2815 6.6840 2.00 10.00 

Total 107 5.4393 2.78194 .26894 4.9061 5.9725 2.00 10.00 

 

 

ANOVA 

Q11_comb 

Table 9 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 3.128 3 1.043 .131 .941 

Within Groups 817.227 103 7.934   

      

Total 820.355 106    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

Table 10 

(I) 

(J) 

Q2_Ne Mean 
Std. 

95% Confidence Interval 
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Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

Table 10 

  

(I) Q2_ 

(II) New 

Age 

(J) Q2_ 

New Age_ 

New 

Mean 

Diff. 

(I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Tukey 

HSD 

1.00 18-44 

2.00 45-54 0.489 0.86708 0.942 -1.7744 2.7543 

3.00 55-64 0.489 0.86708 0.942 -1.7744 2.7543 

4.00 65 

and over 
0.329 0.8772 0.982 -1.961 2.6205 

2.00 45-54 

1.00 18-44 -0.489 0.86708 0.942 -2.7543 1.7744 

3.00 55-64 0 0.71546 1 -1.8684 1.8684 

4.00 65 

and over 
-0.160 0.72769 0.996 -2.0605 1.7402 

3.00 55-64 

1.00 18-44 -0.489 0.86708 0.942 -2.7543 1.7744 

2.00 45-54 0 0.71546 1 -1.8684 1.8684 

4.00 65 

and over 
-0.168 0.72769 0.996 -2.0605 1.7402 

4.00 65 and over 

1.00 18-44 -0.329 0.8772 0.982 -2.6205 1.961 

2.00 45-54 0.160 0.72769 0.996 -1.7402 2.0605 

3.00 55-64 0.160 0.72769 0.996 -1.7402 2.0605 

LSD 

1.00 18-44 

2.00 45-54 0.489 0.86708 0.573 -1.2297 2.2096 

3.00 55-64 0.489 0.86708 0.573 -1.2297 2.2096 

4.00 65 

and over 
0.329 0.8772 0.708 -1.41 2.0695 

2.00 45-54 1.00 18-44 -0.489 0.86708 0.573 -2.2096 1.2297 
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3.00 55-64 0 0.71546 1 -1.419 1.419 

4.00 65 

and over 
-0.160 0.72769 0.826 -1.6034 1.283 

3.00 55-64 

1.00 18-44 -0.489 0.86708 0.573 -2.2096 1.2297 

2.00 45-54 0 0.71546 1 -1.419 1.419 

4.00 65 

and over 
-0.160 0.72769 0.826 -1.6034 1.283 

4.00 65 and over 

1.00 18-44 -0.329 0.8772 0.708 -2.0695 1.41 

2.00 45-54 0.160 0.72769 0.826 -1.283 1.6034 

3.00 55-64 0.160 0.72769 0.826 -1.283 1.6034 
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Homogeneous Subsets 

Q11_comb 

Table 11 

  Q2_New 

Age_New 
N 

Subset for alpha = 

0.05 

  1 

Tukey 

HSD
a,b

 

2.00 45-54 31 5.3226 

3.00 55-64 31 5.3226 

4.00 65 and 

over 
29 5.4828 

1.00 18-44 16 5.8125 

Sig.   0.928 
 

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. 

a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 24.768. 

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is 

used. Type I error levels are not guaranteed. 

*relationship between Q11_comb and gender. 

 

Q11_comb 

Table 12 

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

1 Male 98 5.1735 2.80289 .28313 4.6115 5.7354 2.00 10.00 

2 

Female 
11 7.1818 2.04050 .61523 5.8110 8.5526 4.00 10.00 

Total 109 5.3761 2.79480 .26769 4.8455 5.9068 2.00 10.00 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ANOVA 

Q11_comb 

Table 13 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 39.891 1 39.891 5.311 .023 
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c.  

ANOVA 

Q11_comb 

Table 13 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 39.891 1 39.891 5.311 .023 

Within Groups 803.687 107 7.511   

Total 843.578 108    

*relationship between Q11_comb and years as clergy member. 

*first using the variable as a continuous variable. 

 

 

Regression 

Model Summary 

Table 14 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .063
a
 .004 -.005 2.80223 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Q4  Years as clergy member 
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Coefficients
a 

Table 15 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
T Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 5.866 .796  7.371 .000 

Q4  Years as clergy member -.080 .123 -.063 -.654 .514 

a. Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

 

 

Descriptives 

 

Q11_comb 

Table 16 

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

1.00 0-15 15 5.9333 2.57645 .66524 4.5065 7.3601 2.00 9.00 

2.00 16-25 29 5.3793 2.94490 .54685 4.2591 6.4995 2.00 10.00 

3.00 26-35 32 5.1250 2.58719 .45735 4.1922 6.0578 2.00 10.00 

+4.00 36+ 33 5.3636 3.02921 .52732 4.2895 6.4377 2.00 10.00 

Total 109 5.3761 2.79480 .26769 4.8455 5.9068 2.00 10.00 
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ANOVA 

Q11_comb 

Table 17 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 6.681 3 2.227 .279 .840 

Within Groups 836.897 105 7.970   

Total 843.578 108    
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Post Hoc Tests 

 

Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

Table 18 

 
(I) Q4_New 

Years 

Clergy_New 

(J) Q4_New 

Years 

Clergy_New 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

 
Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Tukey HSD 

1.00 0-15 

2.00 16-25 .55402 .89789 .926 -1.7901 2.8981 

3.00 26-35 .80833 .88343 .797 -1.4980 3.1147 

4.00 36+ .56970 .87914 .916 -1.7254 2.8648 

2.00 16-25 

1.00 0-15 -.55402 .89789 .926 -2.8981 1.7901 

3.00 26-35 .25431 .72382 .985 -1.6353 2.1440 

4.00 36+ .01567 .71859 1.000 -1.8603 1.8917 

3.00 26-35 

1.00 0-15 -.80833 .88343 .797 -3.1147 1.4980 

2.00 16-25 -.25431 .72382 .985 -2.1440 1.6353 

4.00 36+ -.23864 .70043 .986 -2.0672 1.5900 

4.00 36+ 

1.00 0-15 -.56970 .87914 .916 -2.8648 1.7254 

2.00 16-25 -.01567 .71859 1.000 -1.8917 1.8603 

3.00 26-35 .23864 .70043 .986 -1.5900 2.0672 

LSD 

1.00 0-15 

2.00 16-25 .55402 .89789 .539 -1.2263 2.3344 

3.00 26-35 .80833 .88343 .362 -.9433 2.5600 

4.00 36+ .56970 .87914 .518 -1.1735 2.3129 

2.00 16-25 

1.00 0-15 -.55402 .89789 .539 -2.3344 1.2263 

3.00 26-35 .25431 .72382 .726 -1.1809 1.6895 

4.00 36+ .01567 .71859 .983 -1.4092 1.4405 
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3.00 26-35 

1.00 0-15 -.80833 .88343 .362 -2.5600 .9433 

2.00 16-25 -.25431 .72382 .726 -1.6895 1.1809 

4.00 36+ -.23864 .70043 .734 -1.6275 1.1502 

4.00 36+ 

1.00 0-15 -.56970 .87914 .518 -2.3129 1.1735 

2.00 16-25 -.01567 .71859 .983 -1.4405 1.4092 

3.00 26-35 .23864 .70043 .734 -1.1502 1.6275 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



226 
 

Homogeneous Subsets 

Q11_comb 

Table 19 

 

Q4_New Years Clergy_New N 

Subset for alpha = 0.05 

 1 

Tukey HSD
a,b

 

3.00 26-35 32 5.1250 

4.00 36+ 33 5.3636 

2.00 16-25 29 5.3793 

1.00 0-15 15 5.9333 

Sig.  .747 

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. 

a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 24.585. 

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not 

guaranteed. 

*relationship between Q11_comb and Size of the congregation. 

*first using the variable as a continuous variable. 

 

Model Summary 

Table 20 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .059
a
 .004 -.006 2.79683 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Q5  Size of congregation 
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Coefficients
a 

Table 21 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
T Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 5.129 .529  9.689 .000 

Q5  Size of 

congregation 
.089 .145 .059 .611 .543 

a. Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

*Then using the variable as a categorical variable. 

 

Descriptives 

Q11_comb 

Table 22 

 

N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

for Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

1 <100 20 5.0000 2.61574 .58490 3.7758 6.2242 2.00 9.00 

2 100-199 32 4.9688 2.55878 .45233 4.0462 5.8913 2.00 10.00 

3 200-299 20 5.9000 2.61373 .58445 4.6767 7.1233 2.00 10.00 

4 300-499 11 6.6364 3.29462 .99337 4.4230 8.8497 2.00 10.00 

5 500-749 9 5.5556 2.55495 .85165 3.5916 7.5195 2.00 10.00 

6 750-1000 6 6.0000 3.16228 1.29099 2.6814 9.3186 2.00 9.00 

7 >1000 10 4.8000 3.67575 1.16237 2.1705 7.4295 2.00 10.00 

Total 
10

8 
5.4074 2.78862 .26833 4.8755 5.9394 2.00 10.00 
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ANOVA 
Q11_comb 

Table 23 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 36.938 6 6.156 .782 .586 

Within Groups 795.136 101 7.873   

Total 832.074 107    

*relationship between Q11_comb and Education level. 

*first using the variable as a continuous variable. 

 

 

 

Model Summary 

Table 24 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .150
a
 .023 .013 2.77598 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Q6  Education level 

 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Table 25 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 
(Constant) 3.718 1.088  3.416 .001 

Q6  Education level .336 .214 .150 1.571 .119 

a. Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

*Then using the variable as a categorical variable. 
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Descriptives 

Q11_comb 

Table 26 

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for 

Mean Min. Max. 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

1.00 High School 

Diploma or lower 
8 3.8750 2.16712 .76619 2.0632 5.6868 2.00 8.00 

2.00 

Associate's/Bachelor's 

Degree 

24 4.7500 2.64164 .53922 3.6345 5.8655 2.00 9.00 

3.00 Master's Degree 29 6.3103 2.60636 .48399 5.3189 7.3018 2.00 10.00 

4.00 Terminal Degree 48 5.3750 2.94362 .42487 4.5203 6.2297 2.00 10.00 

Total 109 5.3761 2.79480 .26769 4.8455 5.9068 2.00 10.00 

 

 

ANOVA 

Q11_comb 

Table 27 

 Sum of 

Squares 
df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between 

Groups 
52.746 3 17.582 2.334 .078 

Within Groups 790.832 105 7.532   

Total 843.578 108    
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Post Hoc Tests 

Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

Table 28 

 (I) Q6_New 

Educ_New 

(J) Q6_New 

Educ_New 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Tukey HSD 

1.00 High 

School 

Diploma or 

lower 

2.00 

Associate's/ 

Bachelor's 

Degree 

-.87500 1.12040 .863 -3.8000 2.0500 

3.00 Master's 

Degree 
-2.43534 1.09598 .124 -5.2966 .4259 

4.00 

Terminal 

Degree 

-1.50000 1.04804 .483 -4.2361 1.2361 

2.00 

Associate's/ 

Bachelor's 

Degree 

1.00 High 

School 

Diploma or 

lower 

.87500 1.12040 .863 -2.0500 3.8000 

3.00 Master's 

Degree 
-1.56034 .75732 .173 -3.5375 .4168 

4.00 

Terminal 

Degree 

-.62500 .68610 .799 -2.4162 1.1662 

3.00 Master's 

Degree 

1.00 High 

School 

Diploma or 

lower 

2.43534 1.09598 .124 -.4259 5.2966 

2.00 

Associate's/ 

Bachelor's 

Degree 

1.56034 .75732 .173 -.4168 3.5375 
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4.00 

Terminal 

Degree 

.93534 .64547 .472 -.7497 2.6204 

4.00 Terminal 

Degree 

1.00 High 

School 

Diploma or 

lower 

1.50000 1.04804 .483 -1.2361 4.2361 

2.00 

Associate's/ 

Bachelor's 

Degree 

.62500 .68610 .799 -1.1662 2.4162 

3.00 Master's 

Degree 
-.93534 .64547 .472 -2.6204 .7497 

LSD 

1.00 High 

School 

Diploma or 

lower 

2.00 

Associate's/ 

Bachelor's 

Degree 

-.87500 1.12040 .437 -3.0965 1.3465 

3.00 Master's 

Degree 
-2.43534

*
 1.09598 .028 -4.6085 -.2622 

4.00 

Terminal 

Degree 

-1.50000 1.04804 .155 -3.5781 .5781 

2.00 

Associate's/Ba

chelor's 

Degree 

1.00 High 

School 

Diploma or 

lower 

.87500 1.12040 .437 -1.3465 3.0965 

3.00 Master's 

Degree 
-1.56034

*
 .75732 .042 -3.0620 -.0587 

4.00 

Terminal 

Degree 

-.62500 .68610 .364 -1.9854 .7354 
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3.00 Master's 

Degree 

1.00 High 

School 

Diploma or 

lower 

2.43534
*
 1.09598 .028 .2622 4.6085 

2.00 

Associate's/ 

Bachelor's 

Degree 

1.56034
*
 .75732 .042 .0587 3.0620 

4.00 

Terminal 

Degree 

.93534 .64547 .150 -.3445 2.2152 

4.00 Terminal 

Degree 

1.00 High 

School 

Diploma or 

lower 

1.50000 1.04804 .155 -.5781 3.5781 

2.00 

Associate's/ 

Bachelor's 

Degree 

.62500 .68610 .364 -.7354 1.9854 

3.00 Master's 

Degree 
-.93534 .64547 .150 -2.2152 .3445 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Homogeneous Subsets 

Q11_comb 

Table 29 

 Q6_New Educ_New N 

Subset for alpha = 0.05 

1 2 

Tukey HSD
a,b

 

1.00 High School Diploma or lower 8 3.8750  

2.00 Associate's/Bachelor's Degree 24 4.7500 4.7500 

4.00 Terminal Degree 48 5.3750 5.3750 

3.00 Master's Degree 29  6.3103 

Sig.  .361 .325 

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. 

a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 18.019. 

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels 

are not guaranteed. 

*relationship between Q11_comb and receive salary from congregation. 

 

 

Descriptives 

Q11_comb 

Table 30 

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

0 No 10 4.3000 2.75076 .86987 2.3322 6.2678 2.00 9.00 

1 Yes 97 5.4742 2.80287 .28459 4.9093 6.0391 2.00 10.00 

Total 107 5.3645 2.80630 .27130 4.8266 5.9024 2.00 10.00 
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ANOVA 

Q11_comb 

Table 31 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 12.499 1 12.499 1.596 .209 

Within Groups 822.286 105 7.831   

Total 834.785 106    

*relationship between Q11_comb and Political Party Alignment. 

 

 

Descriptives 

Q11_comb 

Table 32 

 

N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

1 Republican 7 5.0000 3.00000 1.13389 2.2255 7.7745 2.00 10.00 

2 Democrat 85 5.7529 2.75122 .29841 5.1595 6.3464 2.00 10.00 

3 Independent 10 3.7000 2.49666 .78951 1.9140 5.4860 2.00 8.00 

4 Other Party 2 2.5000 .70711 .50000 -3.8531 8.8531 2.00 3.00 

5 No preference 5 4.0000 2.73861 1.22474 .5996 7.4004 2.00 7.00 

Total 109 5.3761 2.79480 .26769 4.8455 5.9068 2.00 10.00 

 

 

ANOVA 

Q11_comb 

Table 33 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 67.166 4 16.792 2.249 .069 

Within Groups 776.412 104 7.465   

Total 843.578 108    
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Post Hoc Tests 

 

Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

Table 34 

 

(I) Q8  Political 

Party 

Alignment 

(J) Q8  

Political 

Party 

Alignment 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Tukey 

HSD 

1 Republican 

2 Democrat -.75294 1.07440 .956 -3.7357 2.2298 

3 Independent 1.30000 1.34650 .870 -2.4382 5.0382 

4 Other Party, 

please specify 
2.50000 2.19072 .784 -3.5819 8.5819 

5 No 

preference 
1.00000 1.59987 .971 -3.4416 5.4416 

2 Democrat 

1 Republican .75294 1.07440 .956 -2.2298 3.7357 

3 Independent 2.05294 .91344 .171 -.4830 4.5889 

4 Other Party, 

please specify 
3.25294 1.95463 .460 -2.1735 8.6794 

5 No 

preference 
1.75294 1.25735 .633 -1.7377 5.2436 

3 Independent 

1 Republican -1.30000 1.34650 .870 -5.0382 2.4382 

2 Democrat -2.05294 .91344 .171 -4.5889 .4830 

4 Other Party, 

please specify 
1.20000 2.11644 .980 -4.6757 7.0757 

5 No 

preference 
-.30000 1.49655 1.000 -4.4547 3.8547 

4 Other Party, 

please specify 

1 Republican -2.50000 2.19072 .784 -8.5819 3.5819 

2 Democrat -3.25294 1.95463 .460 -8.6794 2.1735 

3 Independent -1.20000 2.11644 .980 -7.0757 4.6757 

5 No 

preference 
-1.50000 2.28601 .965 -7.8465 4.8465 

5 No preference 

1 Republican -1.00000 1.59987 .971 -5.4416 3.4416 

2 Democrat -1.75294 1.25735 .633 -5.2436 1.7377 

3 Independent .30000 1.49655 1.000 -3.8547 4.4547 

4 Other Party, 

please specify 
1.50000 2.28601 .965 -4.8465 7.8465 
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LSD 

1 Republican 

2 Democrat -.75294 1.07440 .485 -2.8835 1.3776 

3 Independent 1.30000 1.34650 .337 -1.3702 3.9702 

4 Other Party, 

please specify 
2.50000 2.19072 .256 -1.8443 6.8443 

5 No 

preference 
1.00000 1.59987 .533 -2.1726 4.1726 

2 Democrat 

1 Republican .75294 1.07440 .485 -1.3776 2.8835 

3 Independent 2.05294
*
 .91344 .027 .2415 3.8643 

4 Other Party, 

please specify 
3.25294 1.95463 .099 -.6232 7.1290 

5 No 

preference 
1.75294 1.25735 .166 -.7404 4.2463 

3 Independent 

1 Republican -1.30000 1.34650 .337 -3.9702 1.3702 

2 Democrat -2.05294
*
 .91344 .027 -3.8643 -.2415 

4 Other Party, 

please specify 
1.20000 2.11644 .572 -2.9970 5.3970 

5 No 

preference 
-.30000 1.49655 .842 -3.2677 2.6677 

4 Other Party, 

please specify 

1 Republican -2.50000 2.19072 .256 -6.8443 1.8443 

2 Democrat -3.25294 1.95463 .099 -7.1290 .6232 

3 Independent -1.20000 2.11644 .572 -5.3970 2.9970 

5 No 

preference 
-1.50000 2.28601 .513 -6.0332 3.0332 

5 No preference 

1 Republican -1.00000 1.59987 .533 -4.1726 2.1726 

2 Democrat -1.75294 1.25735 .166 -4.2463 .7404 

3 Independent .30000 1.49655 .842 -2.6677 3.2677 

4 Other Party, 

please specify 
1.50000 2.28601 .513 -3.0332 6.0332 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Homogeneous Subsets 

Q11_comb 

Table 35 

 
Q8  Political Party 

Alignment 
N 

Subset for alpha = 0.05 

1 

Tukey HSDa,b 

4 Other Party, please specify 2 2.5000 

3 Independent 10 3.7000 

5 No preference 5 4.0000 

1 Republican 7 5.0000 

2 Democrat 85 5.7529 

Sig.  .310 

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. 

a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 5.238. 

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are 

not guaranteed. 

*relationship between Q11_comb and  Strong Republican/Democrat. 

 

 

Descriptives 

Q11_comb 

Table 36 

 

N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

1 Not very 

strong 
22 5.0909 2.40850 .51349 4.0230 6.1588 2.00 10.00 

2 Strong 69 5.8551 2.87113 .34564 5.1654 6.5448 2.00 10.00 

Total 91 5.6703 2.77310 .29070 5.0928 6.2479 2.00 10.00 
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ANOVA 

Q11_comb 

Table 37 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 9.741 1 9.741 1.270 .263 

Within Groups 682.369 89 7.667   

Total 692.110 90    

*relationship between Q11_comb and Independent close to Republican/Democrat. 

 

 

Descriptives 

Q11_comb 

Table 38 

 

N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

1 Closer to 

Republican 
4 3.2500 1.50000 .75000 .8632 5.6368 2.00 5.00 

2 Closer to Democrat 19 4.6316 2.71233 .62225 3.3243 5.9389 2.00 10.00 

Total 23 4.3913 2.57151 .53620 3.2793 5.5033 2.00 10.00 

*relationship between Q11_comb and Congregation opposition-President Obama.  

 

  



239 
 

 

Model Summary 

Table 39 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .430a .185 .177 2.54395 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Q11C  Congregation opposition-President Obama 

 

 

ANOVAa  

Table 40 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 155.666 1 155.666 24.053 .000b 

Residual 686.000 106 6.472   

Total 841.667 107    

a. Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Q11C  Congregation opposition-President Obama 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Table 41 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients T Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 2.687 .603  4.459 .000 

Q11C  

Congregation 

opposition-

President 

Obama 

.808 .165 .430 4.904 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

*relationship between Q11_comb and Congregation support-Gay rights agenda. 
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Model Summary 

Table 42 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .662a .438 .433 2.10448 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Q11D  Congregation support-Gay rights agenda 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Table 43 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients T Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 1.744 .446  3.913 .000 

Q11D  Congregation 

support-Gay rights agenda 
1.461 .160 .662 9.136 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

*Relationship between Denomination leadership support Gay rights agenda. 

 

 

 

 

 

Variables Entered/Removeda 

Table 44 

Model Variables Entered Variables Removed Method 

1 
Q11E  Denomination leadership support-Gay rights 

agenda 
. Enter 

a. Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

b. All requested variables entered. 

 

 

Model Summary 

Table 45 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .553a .306 .299 2.31607 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Q11E  Denomination leadership support-Gay rights agenda 
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Coefficientsa 

Table 46 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Stand.Coeffi

cients 

T Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 2.595 .464  5.596 .000 

Q11E  Denomination leadership 

support-Gay rights agenda 
1.169 .173 .553 6.771 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

*relationship between Q11_comb and   Racial solidarity-Congregant support for Obama. 

 

 

Model Summary 

Table 47 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .061a .004 -.006 2.81735 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Q12A  Racial solidarity-Congregant support for Obama 

 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Table 48 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients T Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 5.810 .726  8.002 .000 

Q12A  Racial 

solidarity-Congregant 

support for Obama 

-.124 .202 -.061 -.614 .540 

a. Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

 

 

 

 

* 
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Model Summary 

Table 49 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .180a .032 .023 2.80346 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Q12B  Political agenda-Congregant support for Obama 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Table 50 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients T Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 3.635 1.006  3.612 .000 

Q12B  Political agenda-

Congregant support for Obama 
.421 .231 .180 1.822 .072 

a. Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

*Relationship between Q11_comb and Less interest in Obama's gay rights agenda. 

 

 

Model Summary 

Table 51 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .312a .098 .089 2.69807 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Q12C  Less interest in Obama's gay rights agenda 

 

 

Coefficientsa 

Table 52 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients T Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 3.109 .737  4.217 .000 

Q12C  Less interest in 

Obama's gay rights agenda 
.606 .183 .312 3.322 .001 

a. Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

*Reelationship between Q11_comb and 2008 Obama vote. 
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Descriptives 

Q11_comb 

Table 53 

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

for Mean 
Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper Bound 

0 No 5 3.6000 2.60768 1.16619 .3621 6.8379 2.00 8.00 

1 Yes 102 5.4412 2.80231 .27747 4.8908 5.9916 2.00 10.00 

Total 107 5.3551 2.80919 .27157 4.8167 5.8936 2.00 10.00 

 

 

ANOVA 

Q11_comb 

Table 54 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 16.158 1 16.158 2.068 .153 

Within Groups 820.347 105 7.813   

Total 836.505 106    

 

*Relationship between Q11_comb and 2012 Obama vote. 

 

 

Descriptives 

Q11_comb 

Table 55 

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

for Mean 
Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

0 No 10 4.2000 2.89828 .91652 2.1267 6.2733 2.00 10.00 

1 Yes 91 5.6484 2.75428 .28873 5.0747 6.2220 2.00 10.00 

Total 101 5.5050 2.78792 .27741 4.9546 6.0553 2.00 10.00 
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ANOVA 

Q11_comb 

Table 56 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 18.900 1 18.900 2.467 .119 

Within Groups 758.347 99 7.660   

Total 777.248 100    

*Relationship between Q11_comb and vote based on gay rights position. 
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Descriptives 

Q11_comb 

Table 57 

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

for Mean 
Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

0 No 91 5.5824 2.75304 .28860 5.0091 6.1558 2.00 10.00 

1 Yes 7 3.7143 2.92770 1.10657 1.0066 6.4220 2.00 10.00 

2 Somewhat 8 3.7500 2.49285 .88135 1.6659 5.8341 2.00 8.00 

Total 106 5.3208 2.79642 .27161 4.7822 5.8593 2.00 10.00 

 

 

ANOVA 

Q11_comb 

Table 58 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 44.034 2 22.017 2.918 .059 

Within Groups 777.060 103 7.544   

Total 821.094 105    
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Post Hoc Tests 

Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

Table 59 

 

(I) Q15  Vote 

based on gay 

rights position 

(J) Q15  Vote 

based on gay 

rights position 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Tukey 

HSD 

0 No 
1 Yes 1.86813 1.07734 .198 -.6939 4.4301 

2 Somewhat 1.83242 1.01289 .172 -.5763 4.2411 

1 Yes 
0 No -1.86813 1.07734 .198 -4.4301 .6939 

2 Somewhat -.03571 1.42154 1.000 -3.4162 3.3448 

2 Somewhat 
0 No -1.83242 1.01289 .172 -4.2411 .5763 

1 Yes .03571 1.42154 1.000 -3.3448 3.4162 

LSD 

0 No 
1 Yes 1.86813 1.07734 .086 -.2685 4.0048 

2 Somewhat 1.83242 1.01289 .073 -.1764 3.8412 

1 Yes 
0 No -1.86813 1.07734 .086 -4.0048 .2685 

2 Somewhat -.03571 1.42154 .980 -2.8550 2.7836 

2 Somewhat 
0 No -1.83242 1.01289 .073 -3.8412 .1764 

1 Yes .03571 1.42154 .980 -2.7836 2.8550 

 

 

 

 

 

Homogeneous Subsets 

 

Q11_comb 

Table 60 

 
Q15  Vote based on gay rights 

position 
N 

Subset for alpha = 0.05 

1 

Tukey HSD
a,b

 

1 Yes 7 3.7143 

2 Somewhat 8 3.7500 

0 No 91 5.5824 

Sig.  .260 

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. 

a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 10.759. 

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not 

guaranteed. 

*relationship between Q11_comb and   My beliefs conflict/align with Obama on gay rights . 

*as a categorical variable. 
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Descriptives 

Q11_comb 

Table 61 

 

N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

1 Strongly 

conflict 
46 3.5870 2.34356 .34554 2.8910 4.2829 2.00 10.00 

2 Moderately 

conflict 
21 4.9048 2.25621 .49235 3.8777 5.9318 2.00 10.00 

3 Neutral 13 5.9231 1.25576 .34828 5.1642 6.6819 4.00 9.00 

4 Moderately 

align 
16 7.9375 1.43614 .35904 7.1722 8.7028 4.00 10.00 

5 Strongly align 9 9.1111 1.45297 .48432 7.9943 10.2280 6.00 10.00 

Total 105 5.2762 2.77522 .27083 4.7391 5.8133 2.00 10.00 

 

 

 

ANOVA 

 

Q11_comb 

Table 62 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 385.279 4 96.320 23.170 .000 

Within Groups 415.711 100 4.157   

Total 800.990 104    

 

 

 

  



248 
 

Post Hoc Tests 

 

Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

Table 63 

 

(I) Q16  My 

beliefs 

conflict/align 

with Obama 

on gay rights 

(J) Q16  My beliefs 

conflict/align with 

Obama on gay rights 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Tukey 

HSD 

1 Strongly 

conflict 

2 Moderately conflict -1.31781 .53696 .110 -2.8096 .1740 

3 Neutral -2.33612
*
 .64043 .004 -4.1153 -.5569 

4 Moderately align -4.35054
*
 .59177 .000 -5.9946 -2.7065 

5 Strongly align -5.52415
*
 .74315 .000 -7.5888 -3.4595 

2 Moderately 

conflict 

1 Strongly conflict 1.31781 .53696 .110 -.1740 2.8096 

3 Neutral -1.01832 .71954 .619 -3.0173 .9807 

4 Moderately align -3.03274
*
 .67659 .000 -4.9124 -1.1530 

5 Strongly align -4.20635
*
 .81232 .000 -6.4631 -1.9496 

3 Neutral 

1 Strongly conflict 2.33612
*
 .64043 .004 .5569 4.1153 

2 Moderately conflict 1.01832 .71954 .619 -.9807 3.0173 

4 Moderately align -2.01442 .76131 .070 -4.1295 .1006 

5 Strongly align -3.18803
*
 .88413 .004 -5.6443 -.7318 

4 Moderately 

align 

1 Strongly conflict 4.35054
*
 .59177 .000 2.7065 5.9946 

2 Moderately conflict 3.03274
*
 .67659 .000 1.1530 4.9124 

3 Neutral 2.01442 .76131 .070 -.1006 4.1295 

5 Strongly align -1.17361 .84954 .641 -3.5338 1.1866 

5 Strongly 

align 

1 Strongly conflict 5.52415
*
 .74315 .000 3.4595 7.5888 

2 Moderately conflict 4.20635
*
 .81232 .000 1.9496 6.4631 

3 Neutral 3.18803
*
 .88413 .004 .7318 5.6443 

4 Moderately align 1.17361 .84954 .641 -1.1866 3.5338 

LSD 

1 Strongly 

conflict 

2 Moderately conflict -1.31781
*
 .53696 .016 -2.3831 -.2525 

3 Neutral -2.33612
*
 .64043 .000 -3.6067 -1.0655 

4 Moderately align -4.35054
*
 .59177 .000 -5.5246 -3.1765 

5 Strongly align -5.52415
*
 .74315 .000 -6.9985 -4.0498 

2 Moderately 

conflict 

1 Strongly conflict 1.31781
*
 .53696 .016 .2525 2.3831 

3 Neutral -1.01832 .71954 .160 -2.4459 .4092 

4 Moderately align -3.03274
*
 .67659 .000 -4.3751 -1.6904 

5 Strongly align -4.20635
*
 .81232 .000 -5.8180 -2.5947 

3 Neutral 1 Strongly conflict 2.33612
*
 .64043 .000 1.0655 3.6067 
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2 Moderately conflict 1.01832 .71954 .160 -.4092 2.4459 

4 Moderately align -2.01442
*
 .76131 .009 -3.5248 -.5040 

5 Strongly align -3.18803
*
 .88413 .000 -4.9421 -1.4340 

4 Moderately 

align 

1 Strongly conflict 4.35054
*
 .59177 .000 3.1765 5.5246 

2 Moderately conflict 3.03274
*
 .67659 .000 1.6904 4.3751 

3 Neutral 2.01442
*
 .76131 .009 .5040 3.5248 

5 Strongly align -1.17361 .84954 .170 -2.8591 .5119 

5 Strongly 

align 

1 Strongly conflict 5.52415
*
 .74315 .000 4.0498 6.9985 

2 Moderately conflict 4.20635
*
 .81232 .000 2.5947 5.8180 

3 Neutral 3.18803
*
 .88413 .000 1.4340 4.9421 

4 Moderately align 1.17361 .84954 .170 -.5119 2.8591 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 

 

Homogeneous Subsets 

 

Q11_comb 

Table 64 

 
Q16  My beliefs conflict/align with 

Obama on gay rights 
N 

Subset for alpha = 0.05 

1 2 3 4 

Tukey 

HSD
a,b

 

1 Strongly conflict 46 3.5870    

2 Moderately conflict 21 4.9048 4.9048   

3 Neutral 13  5.9231 5.9231  

4 Moderately align 16   7.9375 7.9375 

5 Strongly align 9    9.1111 

Sig.  .375 .632 .052 .495 

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. 

a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 15.630. 

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not 

guaranteed. 

*as a continuous variable. 
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Model Summary 

Table 65 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .691
a
 .477 .472 2.01620 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Q16  My beliefs conflict/align with Obama on gay rights 

 

 

 

 

 

Coefficients
a 

Table 66 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 2.150 .378  5.691 .000 

Q16  My beliefs 

conflict/align with 

Obama on gay rights 

1.391 .143 .691 9.698 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

*relationship between Q11_comb and Obama's beliefs weaken his Christian authenticity. 

*as a categorical variable.  

 

 

Descriptives 

Q11_comb 

Table 67 

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

1 Strongly disagree 35 7.3429 2.47271 .41796 6.4935 8.1923 2.00 10.00 

2 Somewhat disagree 20 4.9500 2.48098 .55476 3.7889 6.1111 2.00 10.00 

3 Don't know 12 5.3333 1.77525 .51247 4.2054 6.4613 4.00 10.00 

4 Somewhat agree 18 4.1667 2.47933 .58438 2.9337 5.3996 2.00 10.00 

5 Strongly agree 22 3.5909 2.61241 .55697 2.4326 4.7492 2.00 10.00 

Total 107 5.3645 2.81972 .27259 4.8240 5.9049 2.00 10.00 

 

 



251 
 

ANOVA 

Q11_comb 

Table 68 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 235.464 4 58.866 9.887 .000 

Within Groups 607.321 102 5.954   

Total 842.785 106    

 

 

 

 

 

 

Post Hoc Tests 

 

 

Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

Table 69 

 
(I) Q17A  

Obama's beliefs 

weaken his 

Christian 

authenticity 

(J) Q17A  Obama's 

beliefs weaken his 

Christian 

authenticity 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

 
Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Tukey 

HSD 

1 Strongly disagree 

2 Somewhat disagree 2.39286
*
 .68398 .006 .4933 4.2924 

3 Don't know 2.00952 .81627 .108 -.2574 4.2764 

4 Somewhat agree 3.17619
*
 .70774 .000 1.2107 5.1417 

5 Strongly agree 3.75195
*
 .66390 .000 1.9082 5.5957 

2 Somewhat 

disagree 

1 Strongly disagree -2.39286
*
 .68398 .006 -4.2924 -.4933 

3 Don't know -.38333 .89100 .993 -2.8578 2.0911 

4 Somewhat agree .78333 .79277 .860 -1.4183 2.9850 

5 Strongly agree 1.35909 .75389 .378 -.7346 3.4528 

3 Don't know 

1 Strongly disagree -2.00952 .81627 .108 -4.2764 .2574 

2 Somewhat disagree .38333 .89100 .993 -2.0911 2.8578 

4 Somewhat agree 1.16667 .90937 .702 -1.3588 3.6922 

5 Strongly agree 1.74242 .87568 .278 -.6895 4.1743 

4 Somewhat agree 

1 Strongly disagree -3.17619
*
 .70774 .000 -5.1417 -1.2107 

2 Somewhat disagree -.78333 .79277 .860 -2.9850 1.4183 

3 Don't know -1.16667 .90937 .702 -3.6922 1.3588 

5 Strongly agree .57576 .77552 .946 -1.5780 2.7295 
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5 Strongly agree 

1 Strongly disagree -3.75195
*
 .66390 .000 -5.5957 -1.9082 

2 Somewhat disagree -1.35909 .75389 .378 -3.4528 .7346 

3 Don't know -1.74242 .87568 .278 -4.1743 .6895 

4 Somewhat agree -.57576 .77552 .946 -2.7295 1.5780 

LSD 

1 Strongly disagree 

2 Somewhat disagree 2.39286
*
 .68398 .001 1.0362 3.7495 

3 Don't know 2.00952
*
 .81627 .015 .3905 3.6286 

4 Somewhat agree 3.17619
*
 .70774 .000 1.7724 4.5800 

5 Strongly agree 3.75195
*
 .66390 .000 2.4351 5.0688 

2 Somewhat 

disagree 

1 Strongly disagree -2.39286
*
 .68398 .001 -3.7495 -1.0362 

3 Don't know -.38333 .89100 .668 -2.1506 1.3840 

4 Somewhat agree .78333 .79277 .325 -.7891 2.3558 

5 Strongly agree 1.35909 .75389 .074 -.1362 2.8544 

3 Don't know 

1 Strongly disagree -2.00952
*
 .81627 .015 -3.6286 -.3905 

2 Somewhat disagree .38333 .89100 .668 -1.3840 2.1506 

4 Somewhat agree 1.16667 .90937 .202 -.6371 2.9704 

5 Strongly agree 1.74242
*
 .87568 .049 .0055 3.4793 

4 Somewhat agree 

1 Strongly disagree -3.17619
*
 .70774 .000 -4.5800 -1.7724 

2 Somewhat disagree -.78333 .79277 .325 -2.3558 .7891 

3 Don't know -1.16667 .90937 .202 -2.9704 .6371 

5 Strongly agree .57576 .77552 .460 -.9625 2.1140 

5 Strongly agree 

1 Strongly disagree -3.75195
*
 .66390 .000 -5.0688 -2.4351 

2 Somewhat disagree -1.35909 .75389 .074 -2.8544 .1362 

3 Don't know -1.74242
*
 .87568 .049 -3.4793 -.0055 

4 Somewhat agree -.57576 .77552 .460 -2.1140 .9625 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



253 
 

Homogeneous Subsets 

 

 

Q11_comb 

Table 70 

 Q17A  Obama's beliefs weaken 

his Christian authenticity 
N 

Subset for alpha = 0.05 

 1 2 

Tukey HSD
a,b

 

5 Strongly agree 22 3.5909  

4 Somewhat agree 18 4.1667  

2 Somewhat disagree 20 4.9500  

3 Don't know 12 5.3333 5.3333 

1 Strongly disagree 35  7.3429 

Sig.  .187 .090 

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. 

a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 19.018. 

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not 

guaranteed. 

 

 

*as a continuous variable. 

 

Model Summary 

Table 71 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .492
a
 .242 .235 2.46624 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Q17A  Obama's beliefs weaken his Christian authenticity 

 

Coefficients
a 

Table 72 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients T Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 7.797 .483  16.148 .000 

Q17A  Obama's beliefs 

weaken his Christian 

authenticity 

-.888 .153 -.492 -5.793 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

 

 

*relationship between Q11_comb and  Pastor's role to educate on issues contrary to faith . 

*as a categorical variable. 
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Descriptives 

Q11_comb 

Table 73 

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

1 Strongly disagree 9 5.6667 3.16228 1.05409 3.2359 8.0974 2.00 10.00 

2 Somewhat disagree 4 4.2500 1.70783 .85391 1.5325 6.9675 2.00 6.00 

4 Somewhat agree 24 6.1250 2.17321 .44360 5.2073 7.0427 2.00 10.00 

5 Strongly agree 71 5.1408 2.98231 .35393 4.4349 5.8467 2.00 10.00 

Total 108 5.3704 2.80718 .27012 4.8349 5.9059 2.00 10.00 

 

 

 

 

 

ANOVA 

Q11_comb 

Table 74 

 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 23.219 3 7.740 .982 .404 

Within Groups 819.967 104 7.884   

Total 843.185 107    

 

 

*as a continuous variable. 

 

Model Summary 

Table 75 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .042
a
 .002 -.008 2.81786 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Q17B  Pastor's role to educate on issues contrary to faith 
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Coefficients
a 

Table 76 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients T Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 5.796 1.015  5.713 .000 

Q17B  Pastor's role to 

educate on issues 

contrary to faith 

-.098 .226 -.042 -.436 .664 

a. Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

 

*relationship between Q11_comb and Scripture is literal word of God. 

*as a categorical variable. 

  



256 
 

Descriptives 

Q11_comb 

Table 77 

 

N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

1 Strongly disagree 8 6.2500 3.10530 1.09789 3.6539 8.8461 2.00 10.00 

2 Somewhat disagree 7 8.2857 2.13809 .80812 6.3083 10.2631 4.00 10.00 

4 Somewhat agree 13 6.9231 2.59684 .72023 5.3538 8.4923 2.00 10.00 

5 Strongly agree 79 4.7468 2.62370 .29519 4.1592 5.3345 2.00 10.00 

Total 107 5.3551 2.81590 .27222 4.8154 5.8948 2.00 10.00 

 

 

ANOVA 

Q11_comb 

Table 78 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 127.716 3 42.572 6.152 .001 

Within Groups 712.788 103 6.920   

Total 840.505 106    
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Post Hoc Tests 

 

Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

Table 79 

 (I) Q17C  

Scripture is 

literal word of 

God 

(J) Q17C  

Scripture is literal 

word of God 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

 
Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Tukey 

HSD 

1 Strongly 

disagree 

2 Somewhat 

disagree 
-2.03571 1.36149 .444 -5.5912 1.5198 

4 Somewhat agree -.67308 1.18210 .941 -3.7601 2.4139 

5 Strongly agree 1.50316 .97603 .418 -1.0457 4.0520 

2 Somewhat 

disagree 

1 Strongly disagree 2.03571 1.36149 .444 -1.5198 5.5912 

4 Somewhat agree 1.36264 1.23326 .687 -1.8580 4.5833 

5 Strongly agree 3.53888
*
 1.03741 .005 .8297 6.2480 

4 Somewhat 

agree 

1 Strongly disagree .67308 1.18210 .941 -2.4139 3.7601 

2 Somewhat 

disagree 
-1.36264 1.23326 .687 -4.5833 1.8580 

5 Strongly agree 2.17624
*
 .78735 .034 .1201 4.2324 

5 Strongly 

agree 

1 Strongly disagree -1.50316 .97603 .418 -4.0520 1.0457 

2 Somewhat 

disagree 
-3.53888

*
 1.03741 .005 -6.2480 -.8297 

4 Somewhat agree -2.17624
*
 .78735 .034 -4.2324 -.1201 

LSD 

1 Strongly 

disagree 

2 Somewhat 

disagree 
-2.03571 1.36149 .138 -4.7359 .6645 

4 Somewhat agree -.67308 1.18210 .570 -3.0175 1.6713 

5 Strongly agree 1.50316 .97603 .127 -.4326 3.4389 

2 Somewhat 

disagree 

1 Strongly disagree 2.03571 1.36149 .138 -.6645 4.7359 

4 Somewhat agree 1.36264 1.23326 .272 -1.0833 3.8085 

5 Strongly agree 3.53888
*
 1.03741 .001 1.4814 5.5963 

4 Somewhat 

agree 

1 Strongly disagree .67308 1.18210 .570 -1.6713 3.0175 

2 Somewhat 

disagree 
-1.36264 1.23326 .272 -3.8085 1.0833 

5 Strongly agree 2.17624
*
 .78735 .007 .6147 3.7378 

5 Strongly 

agree 

1 Strongly disagree -1.50316 .97603 .127 -3.4389 .4326 

2 Somewhat 

disagree 
-3.53888

*
 1.03741 .001 -5.5963 -1.4814 

4 Somewhat agree -2.17624
*
 .78735 .007 -3.7378 -.6147 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Homogeneous Subsets 

 

 

 

Q11_comb 

Table 80 

 
Q17C  Scripture is literal word of 

God 

N Subset for alpha = 0.05 

1 2 

Tukey HSD
a,b

 

5 Strongly agree 79 4.7468  

1 Strongly disagree 8 6.2500 6.2500 

4 Somewhat agree 13 6.9231 6.9231 

2 Somewhat disagree 7  8.2857 

Sig.  .211 .265 

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. 

a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 11.191. 

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not 

guaranteed. 

*as a continuous variable. 

 

 

 

 

 

Model Summary 

Table 81 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .298
a
 .089 .080 2.70035 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Q17C  Scripture is literal word of God 

 

Coefficients
a 

Table 82 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
t Sig. 

B 
Std. 

Error 
Beta 

1 

(Constant) 8.323 .962  8.649 .000 

Q17C  Scripture is literal 

word of God 
-.677 .211 -.298 -3.204 .002 

a. Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

 

*relationship between Q11_comb and Concern for consequences of voicing gay rights opinion. 

*as a categorical variable. 
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Descriptives 

Q11_comb 

Table 83 

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 
Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

0 No 83 5.3012 2.88281 .31643 4.6717 5.9307 2.00 10.00 

1 Yes 12 5.1667 2.79068 .80560 3.3936 6.9398 2.00 10.00 

2 Somewhat 12 6.0000 2.52262 .72822 4.3972 7.6028 2.00 9.00 

Total 107 5.3645 2.81972 .27259 4.8240 5.9049 2.00 10.00 

 

 

ANOVA 

Q11_comb 

Table 84 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 5.649 2 2.824 .351 .705 

Within Groups 837.137 104 8.049   

Total 842.785 106    

 

 

*I included this question to assess whether perceptions regarding the risk of countering Obama’s 

position would be more intense among clergy who receive salaries from their congregations (whether 

 there was an economic incentive not to counter). 

 

*Calculate dependence between Q18 (Concern for consequences of voicing gay rights opinion) and salary 

compensation question 

    (Q7).  We cannot reject the null hypothesis of independence.  
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Q18  Concern for consequences of voicing gay rights opinion * Q7  Receive salary from 

congregation Crosstabulation 

Table 85 

 

Q7  Receive salary from 

congregation Total 

0 No 1 Yes 

Q18  Concern 

for 

consequences 

of voicing gay 

rights opinion 

0 No 

Count 7 78 85 

% within Q18  Concern for 

consequences of voicing 

gay rights opinion 

8.2% 91.8% 100.0% 

% within Q7  Receive 

salary from congregation 
70.0% 78.0% 77.3% 

1 Yes 

Count 2 11 13 

% within Q18  Concern for 

consequences of voicing 

gay rights opinion 

15.4% 84.6% 100.0% 

% within Q7  Receive 

salary from congregation 
20.0% 11.0% 11.8% 

2 

Somewhat 

Count 1 11 12 

% within Q18  Concern for 

consequences of voicing 

gay rights opinion 

8.3% 91.7% 100.0% 

% within Q7  Receive 

salary from congregation 
10.0% 11.0% 10.9% 

Total 

Count 10 100 110 

% within Q18  Concern for 

consequences of voicing 

gay rights opinion 

9.1% 90.9% 100.0% 

% within Q7  Receive 

salary from congregation 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Chi-Square Tests 

Table 86 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square .707
a
 2 .702 

Likelihood Ratio .612 2 .736 

Linear-by-Linear Association .100 1 .752 

N of Valid Cases 110   

a. 2 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.09. 

 

 

Symmetric Measures 

Table 87 

 Value Asymp. Std. 

Error
a
 

Approx. T
b
 Approx. 

Sig. 

Interval by Interval Pearson's R -.030 .095 -.315 .753
c
 

Ordinal by Ordinal 
Spearman 

Correlation 
-.047 .100 -.488 .626

c
 

N of Valid Cases 110    

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis. 

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 

c. Based on normal approximation. 
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Correlations 

Table 88 

 
Q2  

Age 

Q4  

Year

s as 

clerg

y 

mem

ber 

Q5  

Size of 

congre

gation 

Q6  

Educ

ation 

level 

Q11C  

Congre

gation 

opposit

ion-

Preside

nt 

Obama 

Q11D  

Congre

gation 

support

-Gay 

rights 

agenda 

Q11E  

Denomi

nation 

leaders

hip 

support

-Gay 

rights 

agenda 

Q16  

My 

beliefs 

conflict

/ align 

with 

Obama 

on gay 

rights 

Q17A  

Obama

's 

beliefs 

weake

n his 

Christi

an 

authen

ticity 

Q17B  

Pastor's 

role to 

educate on 

issues 

contrary to 

faith 

Q17C  

Scripture 

is literal 

word of 

God 

Q2  

Age 

Pear

son 

Corr

elati

on 

1 
.592

*

*
 

-.048 -.060 -.073 .055 -.004 .015 .007 -.056 -.006 

Sig. 

(2-

taile

d) 

 .000 .617 .527 .446 .569 .965 .882 .943 .560 .946 

N 113 113 113 112 112 111 109 107 110 112 111 

Q4  

Years 

as 

clerg

y 

mem

ber 

Pear

son 

Corr

elati

on 

.592
*

*
 

1 .181 .134 -.012 .009 .055 -.045 -.045 .075 .116 

Sig. 

(2-

taile

d) 

.000  .055 .154 .902 .927 .563 .642 .640 .428 .219 

N 113 115 114 114 114 113 111 109 112 114 113 

Q5  

Size 

of 

congr

egati

on 

Pear

son 

Corr

elati

on 

-.048 .181 1 .328
**

 -.020 .018 .116 .024 -.020 .041 -.106 

Sig. 

(2-

taile

d) 

.617 .055  .000 .835 .854 .229 .808 .838 .668 .268 

N 113 114 114 113 113 112 110 108 111 113 112 
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Q6  

Educ

ation 

level 

Pear

son 

Corr

elati

on 

-.060 .134 .328
**

 1 .045 .154 .119 .180 -.313
**

 -.187
*
 -.220

*
 

Sig. 

(2-

taile

d) 

.527 .154 .000  .637 .103 .213 .061 .001 .048 .020 

N 112 114 113 114 113 113 111 109 111 113 112 

Q11C  

Cong

regati

on 

oppos

ition-

Presi

dent 

Oba

ma 

Pear

son 

Corr

elati

on 

-.073 -.012 -.020 .045 1 .495
**

 .325
**

 .392
**

 -.339
**

 -.108 -.200
*
 

Sig. 

(2-

taile

d) 

.446 .902 .835 .637  .000 .001 .000 .000 .256 .034 

N 112 114 113 113 114 112 110 108 111 113 112 

Q11

D  

Cong

regati

on 

suppo

rt-

Gay 

rights 

agend

a 

Pear

son 

Corr

elati

on 

.055 .009 .018 .154 .495
**

 1 .700
**

 .676
**

 -.498
**

 -.148 -.280
**

 

Sig. 

(2-

taile

d) 

.569 .927 .854 .103 .000  .000 .000 .000 .118 .003 

N 111 113 112 113 112 113 110 109 111 112 111 

Q11E  

Deno

minat

ion 

leade

rship 

suppo

rt-

Gay 

rights 

agend

a 

Pear

son 

Corr

elati

on 

-.004 .055 .116 .119 .325
**

 .700
**

 1 .434
**

 -.356
**

 -.008 -.062 

Sig. 

(2-

taile

d) 

.965 .563 .229 .213 .001 .000  .000 .000 .930 .524 

N 109 111 110 111 110 110 111 106 108 110 109 
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Q16  

My 

belief

s 

confli

ct/ali

gn 

with 

Oba

ma 

on 

gay 

rights 

Pear

son 

Corr

elati

on 

.015 -.045 .024 .180 .392
**

 .676
**

 .434
**

 1 -.545
**

 -.209
*
 -.377

**
 

Sig. 

(2-

taile

d) 

.882 .642 .808 .061 .000 .000 .000  .000 .030 .000 

N 107 109 108 109 108 109 106 109 107 108 107 

Q17

A  

Oba

ma's 

belief

s 

weak

en his 

Chris

tian 

authe

nticit

y 

Pear

son 

Corr

elati

on 

.007 -.045 -.020 
-

.313
**

 
-.339

**
 -.498

**
 -.356

**
 -.545

**
 1 .164 .321

**
 

Sig. 

(2-

taile

d) 

.943 .640 .838 .001 .000 .000 .000 .000  .083 .001 

N 110 112 111 111 111 111 108 107 112 112 111 

Q17B  

Pasto

r's 

role 

to 

educa

te on 

issues 

contr

ary to 

faith 

Pear

son 

Corr

elati

on 

-.056 .075 .041 -.187
*
 -.108 -.148 -.008 -.209

*
 .164 1 .485

**
 

Sig. 

(2-

taile

d) 

.560 .428 .668 .048 .256 .118 .930 .030 .083  .000 

N 112 114 113 113 113 112 110 108 112 114 113 

Q17C  

Script

ure is 

literal 

word 

Pear

son 

Corr

elati

on 

-.006 .116 -.106 -.220
*
 -.200

*
 -.280

**
 -.062 -.377

**
 .321

**
 .485

**
 1 
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of 

God 

Sig. 

(2-

taile

d) 

.946 .219 .268 .020 .034 .003 .524 .000 .001 .000  

N 111 113 112 112 112 111 109 107 111 113 113 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Multivariate Regression Analysis. 
 

 

Between-Subjects Factors 

Table 89 

 Value Label N 

Q1  Church denomination 

1 African Methodist Episcopal 24 

2 Christian Methodist Episcopal 5 

3 Church of God in Christ 23 

4 National Baptist Convention 26 

5 
National Baptist Convention of 

America 
10 

6 
Progressive National Baptist 

Convention 
4 

Q3  Gender 
1 Male 82 

2 Female 10 

Q7  Receive salary from 

congregation 

0 No 9 

1 Yes 83 

Q8  Political party alignment 

1 Republican 6 

2 Democrat 75 

3 Independent 6 

4 Other Party, please specify 1 

5 No preference 4 
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Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

Table 90 

Source 
Type III Sum of 

Squares 
Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 448.560
a
 22 20.389 5.460 .000 

Intercept 2.916 1 2.916 .781 .380 

Q1 5.360 5 1.072 .287 .919 

Q2 1.469 1 1.469 .393 .533 

Q3 1.166 1 1.166 .312 .578 

Q4 .078 1 .078 .021 .885 

Q5 .365 1 .365 .098 .755 

Q6 .013 1 .013 .003 .954 

Q7 12.374 1 12.374 3.314 .073 

Q8 7.840 4 1.960 .525 .718 

Q11C .522 1 .522 .140 .710 

Q11D 12.352 1 12.352 3.308 .073 

Q11E 7.953 1 7.953 2.130 .149 

Q16 52.797 1 52.797 14.139 .000 

Q17A 1.287 1 1.287 .345 .559 

Q17B 10.256 1 10.256 2.747 .102 

Q17C 5.209 1 5.209 1.395 .242 

Error 257.647 69 3.734   

Total 3263.000 92    

Corrected Total 706.207 91    

a. R Squared = .635 (Adjusted R Squared = .519) 



268 
 

Parameter Estimates 

Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

Table 91 

Parameter B Std. Error t Sig. 
95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Intercept 1.334 2.883 .463 .645 -4.418 7.086 

[Q1=1] -.575 1.152 -.499 .620 -2.873 1.724 

[Q1=2] -.982 1.472 -.667 .507 -3.918 1.955 

[Q1=3] -.164 1.253 -.131 .896 -2.664 2.336 

[Q1=4] .081 1.125 .072 .943 -2.164 2.325 

[Q1=5] -.332 1.250 -.266 .791 -2.826 2.161 

[Q1=6] 0
a
 . . . . . 

Q2 -.153 .244 -.627 .533 -.641 .334 

[Q3=1] -.486 .870 -.559 .578 -2.221 1.249 

[Q3=2] 0
a
 . . . . . 

Q4 -.020 .140 -.145 .885 -.300 .259 

Q5 .044 .139 .313 .755 -.234 .322 

Q6 -.013 .228 -.058 .954 -.468 .441 

[Q7=0] 1.423 .782 1.820 .073 -.136 2.982 

[Q7=1] 0
a
 . . . . . 

[Q8=1] 1.713 1.329 1.289 .202 -.939 4.365 

[Q8=2] 1.015 1.112 .912 .365 -1.204 3.234 

[Q8=3] .714 1.349 .529 .598 -1.977 3.405 

[Q8=4] -.411 2.436 -.169 .867 -5.271 4.449 

[Q8=5] 0
a
 . . . . . 

Q11C .061 .164 .374 .710 -.266 .389 

Q11D .544 .299 1.819 .073 -.053 1.141 

Q11E .357 .245 1.459 .149 -.131 .845 

Q16 .828 .220 3.760 .000 .389 1.268 

Q17A -.111 .189 -.587 .559 -.487 .266 

Q17B .346 .209 1.657 .102 -.070 .761 

Q17C -.249 .211 -1.181 .242 -.669 .171 

a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. 
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Final Model 
 

Between-Subjects Factors 

Table 92 

 Value Label N 

Q7  Receive salary from 

congregation 

0 No 10 

1 Yes 90 

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

Table 93 

Source 
Type III Sum of 

Squares 
Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 439.446
a
 4 109.862 33.482 .000 

Intercept 27.693 1 27.693 8.440 .005 

Q7 9.834 1 9.834 2.997 .087 

Q11D 21.911 1 21.911 6.678 .011 

Q11E 16.697 1 16.697 5.089 .026 

Q16 79.427 1 79.427 24.207 .000 

Error 311.714 95 3.281   

Total 3476.000 100    

Corrected Total 751.160 99    

a. R Squared = .585 (Adjusted R Squared = .568) 

 

 

Parameter Estimates 

Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

Table 94 

Parameter B Std. Error t Sig. 
95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Intercept .723 .458 1.578 .118 -.187 1.633 

[Q7=0] 1.101 .636 1.731 .087 -.162 2.363 

[Q7=1] 0
a
 . . . . . 

Q11D .630 .244 2.584 .011 .146 1.114 

Q11E .436 .193 2.256 .026 .052 .819 

Q16 .873 .177 4.920 .000 .521 1.225 

a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. 
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Final model without borderline significant Q7. 
 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

Table 95 

Source 
Type III Sum of 

Squares 
df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 436.142
a
 3 145.381 43.945 .000 

Intercept 20.449 1 20.449 6.181 .015 

Q11D 20.430 1 20.430 6.176 .015 

Q11E 13.831 1 13.831 4.181 .044 

Q16 75.249 1 75.249 22.746 .000 

Error 324.211 98 3.308   

Total 3556.000 102    

Corrected Total 760.353 101    

a. R Squared = .574 (Adjusted R Squared = .561) 

 

Dependent Variable: Q11_comb 

Table 96 

Parameter B Std. Error t Sig. 
95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Intercept 1.039 .418 2.486 .015 .210 1.868 

Q11D .603 .243 2.485 .015 .122 1.085 

Q11E .393 .192 2.045 .044 .012 .774 

Q16 .843 .177 4.769 .000 .492 1.194 
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Ln-Transform dependent variable. 

Initial Model 
Between-Subjects Factors 

Table 97 

 Value Label N 

Q1  Church denomination 

1 African Methodist Episcopal 24 

2 Christian Methodist Episcopal 5 

3 Church of God in Christ 23 

4 National Baptist Convention 26 

5 National Baptist Convention of America 10 

6 Progressive National Baptist Convention 4 

Q3  Gender 
1 Male 82 

2 Female 10 

Q7  Receive salary from 

congregation 

0 No 9 

1 Yes 83 

Q8  Political party alignment 

1 Republican 6 

2 Democrat 75 

3 Independent 6 

4 Other Party, please specify 1 

5 No preference 4 
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Dependent Variable: lnQ11_comb 

Table 98 

Source 
Type III Sum of 

Squares 
df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 18.885
a
 22 .858 4.487 .000 

Intercept .702 1 .702 3.670 .060 

Q1 .184 5 .037 .193 .964 

Q2 .120 1 .120 .629 .431 

Q3 .063 1 .063 .327 .569 

Q4 .016 1 .016 .083 .775 

Q5 4.776E-005 1 4.776E-005 .000 .987 

Q6 .003 1 .003 .013 .909 

Q7 .355 1 .355 1.856 .178 

Q8 .303 4 .076 .396 .811 

Q11C .042 1 .042 .221 .640 

Q11D .375 1 .375 1.962 .166 

Q11E .367 1 .367 1.916 .171 

Q16 2.234 1 2.234 11.677 .001 

Q17A .181 1 .181 .944 .335 

Q17B .291 1 .291 1.520 .222 

Q17C .083 1 .083 .436 .511 

Error 13.201 69 .191   

Total 239.608 92    

Corrected Total 32.087 91    

a. R Squared = .589 (Adjusted R Squared = .457) 
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Dependent Variable: lnQ11_comb 

Table 99 

Parameter B Std. Error T Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Intercept .880 .653 1.348 .182 -.422 2.182 

[Q1=1] -.129 .261 -.496 .621 -.650 .391 

[Q1=2] -.210 .333 -.630 .531 -.875 .455 

[Q1=3] -.019 .284 -.068 .946 -.585 .547 

[Q1=4] -.041 .255 -.162 .872 -.549 .467 

[Q1=5] -.083 .283 -.292 .771 -.647 .482 

[Q1=6] 0
a
 . . . . . 

Q2 -.044 .055 -.793 .431 -.154 .067 

[Q3=1] -.113 .197 -.572 .569 -.505 .280 

[Q3=2] 0
a
 . . . . . 

Q4 -.009 .032 -.287 .775 -.072 .054 

Q5 .000 .032 .016 .987 -.062 .063 

Q6 -.006 .052 -.114 .909 -.109 .097 

[Q7=0] .241 .177 1.362 .178 -.112 .594 

[Q7=1] 0
a
 . . . . . 

[Q8=1] .349 .301 1.160 .250 -.251 .949 

[Q8=2] .223 .252 .886 .379 -.279 .725 

[Q8=3] .137 .305 .447 .656 -.473 .746 

[Q8=4] .078 .551 .142 .887 -1.022 1.178 

[Q8=5] 0
a
 . . . . . 

Q11C .017 .037 .470 .640 -.057 .092 

Q11D .095 .068 1.401 .166 -.040 .230 

Q11E .077 .055 1.384 .171 -.034 .187 

Q16 .170 .050 3.417 .001 .071 .270 

Q17A -.042 .043 -.972 .335 -.127 .044 

Q17B .058 .047 1.233 .222 -.036 .152 

Q17C -.031 .048 -.660 .511 -.127 .064 

a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. 
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Final model - Borderline significant variables: Q11E and Q6_new. 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable: lnQ11_comb 

Table 100 

Source 
Type III Sum of 

Squares 
df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 18.475
a
 3 6.158 36.020 .000 

Intercept 5.164 1 5.164 30.207 .000 

Q2 .657 1 .657 3.844 .053 

Q11D 1.885 1 1.885 11.028 .001 

Q16 4.363 1 4.363 25.517 .000 

Error 16.926 99 .171   

Total 272.894 103    

Corrected Total 35.400 102    

a. R Squared = .522 (Adjusted R Squared = .507) 

 

 

Parameter Estimates 

Dependent Variable: lnQ11_comb 

Table 101 

Parameter B Std. Error T Sig. 
95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Intercept 1.022 .186 5.496 .000 .653 1.391 

Q2 -.070 .036 -1.961 .053 -.140 .001 

Q11D .147 .044 3.321 .001 .059 .235 

Q16 .201 .040 5.051 .000 .122 .279 
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Final model when removing the two problematic cases:  

Between-Subjects Factors 

Table 102 

 Value Label N 

Q6_New Educ_New 

1.00 High School Diploma or lower 6 

2.00 Associate's/Bachelor's Degree 21 

3.00 Master's Degree 28 

4.00 Terminal Degree 45 

 

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable: lnQ11_comb 

Table 103 

Source 
Type III Sum of 

Squares 
Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 21.224
a
 6 3.537 24.006 .000 

Intercept 5.804 1 5.804 39.386 .000 

Q6_New 1.238 3 .413 2.801 .044 

Q11D .861 1 .861 5.843 .018 

Q11E .594 1 .594 4.034 .047 

Q16 3.410 1 3.410 23.140 .000 

Error 13.704 93 .147   

Total 257.327 100    

Corrected Total 34.929 99    

a. R Squared = .608 (Adjusted R Squared = .582) 

 

Parameter Estimates 

Dependent Variable: lnQ11_comb 

Table 104 

Parameter B Std. Error t Sig. 
95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Intercept .549 .105 5.231 .000 .340 .757 

[Q6_New=1.00] -.094 .171 -.547 .586 -.433 .246 

[Q6_New=2.00] -.035 .102 -.342 .733 -.238 .168 

[Q6_New=3.00] .226 .092 2.446 .016 .043 .410 

[Q6_New=4.00] 0
a
 . . . . . 

Q11D .124 .051 2.417 .018 .022 .227 

Q11E .082 .041 2.008 .047 .001 .163 

Q16 .180 .038 4.810 .000 .106 .255 

a. This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. 



276 
 

 



277 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



278 
 

APPENDIX D 

INTERVIEW SCRIPT 

 

[Discussion of confidentiality protocols/informed consent] 

 

1. Please tell me about yourself.  Where did you receive your training?  Where are you from 

originally, and how long have you been with this church?  

 

2. How do you feel, personally, about churches being active in politics and political 

activity?  Do you feel that it is appropriate for clergy to preach on potentially 

controversial political and moral issues?   

 

3. Can you recall an instance when you preached on a political or moral issue that you were 

concerned would be controversial to members of your congregation?   

 

If yes:  

 

What factors (spiritual, political, moral) compelled you to preach on this view, and what 

effect did preaching on this view have on your relationship with your congregation?  

 

If no:  

 

There have been instances where clergy have preached on controversial political and 

moral beliefs, causing members of their congregations to leave in large numbers.  In 

2007, for example, a pastor in Georgia preached on acceptance of gays in the church, 

and, as a result, his congregation shrank from 6,000 to 3,000 members.  What factors 

(spiritual, political, moral) do you believe influences clergy to express potentially 

controversial beliefs to members of their congregations?       

 

4. How informed are you, personally, on President Obama’s agenda to expand gay rights, 

including his repeal of the military’s don’t ask, don’t tell” policy, allowing gay and 

lesbian adoptions, supporting civil unions for gay and lesbian couples, prohibiting faith-

based organizations receiving federal funding from discriminating against gays and 

lesbians in hiring, and including crimes against gays and lesbians in federal hate crimes 

legislation?   

 

Would you mind sharing your own views on the following gay rights issues, as well as 

your impression of the church’s position on these issues:  

 

-Repeal of the military’s “don’t ask, don’t tell” policy 

-Allowing gay and lesbian adoptions 

-Supporting civil unions for gay and lesbian couples 

-Prohibiting faith-based organizations receiving federal funding from discriminating     

against gays and lesbians in hiring 

-Including crimes against gays and lesbians in federal hate crimes legislation 
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5. Do you personally feel that President Obama’s commitment to expanding gay rights calls 

into question his authenticity as a Christian?  If so, have you preached on these concerns 

to congregants?  

 

If yes:  

 

Were you concerned that expressing disagreement with President Obama on the issue of 

gay rights would strain your relationship with members of your congregation?  If so, 

what factors (spiritual, political, moral) caused you to take this risk?   

 

If no:  

 

 What were the factors (spiritual, political, moral) that caused you not to take this risk? 

 

6. Are there any particular aspects of President Obama’s gay rights agenda that you find 

troubling, or that have caused you to voice specific concern to members of your 

congregation?   

 

7. Are you concerned that members of your congregation might support President Obama 

based on feelings of racial solidarity, rather than a clear understanding of how his policies 

might contradict the positions of the church?     

 

8.  Did you vote for President Obama in the 2008 presidential election?   

 

If yes:  

 

How did you reconcile your support for President Obama with positions that he supports 

that are contrary to positions of the church?   

 

If no: 
 
What factors (spiritual, political, moral) caused you not to vote for President Obama in 

the 2008 presidential election?  

 

9. In general, do you feel that the church is becoming more or less conservative on gay 

rights issues, and what factors (spiritual, political, moral) do you feel account for this?  

 

10. Can you suggest any other clergy that I can speak with who might be willing to share 

their thoughts as part of this study?   

 

Thank you for speaking with me today; I am very grateful for your time contributing to 

this research.   
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